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To whom it concerns,

Please find enclosed a copy of the Ballinlee Submissions Response Document.

This document provides the responses of Ballinlee Green Energy Limited and Malachy Walsh and
Partners (MWP) (the design, planning and environmental assessment consultants on this project} to
the submissions received on the proposed Ballinlee Wind Farm application {ACP-323780-25).
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1. Introduction

This document provides the responses of Ballinlee Green Energy Limited and Malachy Walsh and Partners (MWP)
(the design, planning and environmental assessrment consultants on this project] to the submissions received on
the proposed Ballinlee Wind Farm application (ACP-323780-25). This document provides a summary of the
observations received from Prescribed Bodies and from members of the public (Section 2). Thereafter the
respanses are provided to key issues raised which were deemed to reguire a response. These have been grouped
under responses to issues raised by Prescribed Bodies (Section 3), and issues raised by members of the public
(Section 4). A conclusion is included in Section 5.

The respanses to the issues raised have been completed by Ballinlee Green Energy Ltd. and MWP, with
contributions from Woodrow APEM, Synergy Environmental Limited, Macroworks, Enfonic, Ai Bridges and
Laurence Dunne Archaeclogy.

A number of the gueries raised in the subrmissions have already beer addressed in the EIAR, NIS and planning
application documentation. Therefore, where possible relevant reference is made to the applicable applicaticn
documents.

2. Summary of Responses Received

Six {6 no.) observations were received from the following authorities: Limerick City & County Council (LCCC),
Department of Health, Safety and the Environment (HSE), Development Applications Unit (DAU) (Heritage),
Department of Defence {DoD}, Transport Infrastructure Ireland (T} Dept. of Transport and the Irish Aviation
Authority (1AA). These are responded to in Section 3.

11 £

Three hundred and ten {310 no.) submissions were received from the public. These were almaost exclusively from
residents. Following a systematic review of these observations it was found that visual impact, noise and
vibrations, ecology, shadow flicker, traffic, human health, and water were the main quenes raised, alongside
quenes regarding public consultation/engagement. In order to avoid repetition, Section 4 groups together similar
issues and provides a response on a thematic basis, rather than providing a response to each individual
submission.

3. Responses to Issues Raised by Prescribed Bodies

3.1 Conditions required by Prescribed Bodies

Table 3-1 outlines the conditions proposed by the prescribed bodies and responses to these.
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4. Responses {o Issues Raised by Members of the Public

aer les) tois 5 raised by Loca

visual impact, noise and vibrations, ecology, shadow flicker, traffic, human health, and water, alongside queries
in relation to public consultation/engagemeant were the main issues raised throughout the submissions from local
residents. The subsections which follow provide responses to the key questions raised. These deal with a broad
spectrum of queries raised (i.e. visual, shadow flicker, traffic, cultural heritage and ecological).

In order to avoid repetition, the applicant has not respondad individually to each of the individual submissions,
but have instead grouped together similar issues and provided a response on a thematic basis.

Almast all the issues raised were fully and systematically assessed in the EIAR, in compliance with the specific
required impact assessment methods specified in the various national and European EIA guidelines and other
directives. While pre-mitigation effects were identified, the EIAR and CEMP includes a variety of mitigation
measures that will ensure that the post-mitigation residual effects are minimised and not significant.

Pu Ce¢ tio £r B g

A number of observers in submissions to An Coimisiun Pleandla raised queries regarding community engagement
and public consultation carried out in respect of the proposed Ballinlee Wind Farm development. Many
submitters stated that they had received lirmited or no direct notification of the project, and that opportunities
for meaningful diglogue between the developer and the local community were insufficient. These queries centred
on the absence of open public meetings despite requests from community representatives, reliance on individual
appointment-anty “consultation clinics,” and a consultation timeline that observers considered toc short and
initiated anly after key design decisions had already been made. in the view cf these observers, such practices
restricted transparent and collactive discussion of the project’s potential impacts and did not aliow community
feedback to genuinely inform project design or mitigation measures.

RESPONSE:

The queries raised by a number of observers regarding the adeguacy of public consultation and community
engagement in respect of the proposed Balliniee Wind Farm are noted. However, when assessed against the
documentation submitted with the planning application, these gueries are not supported by the evidence
contained within the EIAR.

Chapter 1 (Introduction), Section 1.4.3, and in particular Section 1.4.3.2, together with Appendix 1B (Stakeholder
Consultation and Responses) and Appendix 1C (Community Engagement Report) of the EIAR, clearly set out the
scope, timing and nature of the public consultation and engagement activities undertaken by the apglicant prior
to the submission of the planning application. These sections demonstrate that multiple rounds of structured,
proactive and accessible community engagement were carried out over an extended period.

The EIAR confirms that consultation was not limited to a single engagement method, but instead comprised a
range of complementary measures, including sublic notices, direct written communication, door-to-door
engagement, individual meetings, community consultation clinics, and ongoing opportunities for dialogue. This
multi-layered approach was designed to maximise accessibility for local residents and stakeholders and to
facilitate both individual and collective engagernent.

23
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In this regard, the Community Engagement Milestones detailed in Appendix 1C [Community Engagement Report)
of the EIAR and #lustrated in Figure 6 of that appendix) set out a clear and chronological record of cansultation
activities, including:

s thelaunch of a dedicated project website with centact details for the community team;

s advance newspaper advertisement announcing the commencement of community engagement;
e direct contact with elected representatives at national and locat level;

e written notification to households within 1 km of the project;

+ door-to-door visits to local residents;

* additional in-person consultations at residences upon request;

¢ two rounds of community consultation clinics held at a local venue; and

® ONgoing engagement with residents, community groups and representatives by phone, email and
person.

For ease of reference, the principal consultation activities are summarised below:

Table 4-1: Surnmary of Principal Consultation Activities

Date Description of Activity
237 May 2025 Project Website Launched www ballinleegreenenergy.ie with contact details for the Community Team

Advertisement pubhished in the Limerick Leader newspaper announcing the commencement of

ARMayEIEs community engagement
30% May 2025 Ali local representatives, including TDs and Councillors, were clontacted in relation to the project
proposals via phone and email
30t May 2025 Letter and Leaflet pested to households within 1km of the project
178 = 19% June 2025 Door-to-door wisits to all residents within Lkm of the project
June & July 2025 Additicnal im-person consultation at residences by request
6" August 2025 Invitation to Cammurty Consultation Clinics posted to afl households within 1km of the groject
26" & 27 August 2025 Commurty Cansultation Clinics held by appointment in the Deebert Hotel, Kilmallock, Co Limerick
18% September 2025 Second Round of Community Consultation Clinics held by appointment in the Deebert Hotel
boig Engagement with residents, cammunity groups and logal representatives in person, and via phone and

emall

In relation to queries that consultations were appointment-based rather than open public meetings, It is noted
that the approach adopted enabled focused, one-to-one engagement, allowing residents to discuss site-specific
concerns in detail with the project team. This format does not preclude transgarency, nor does it undermine the
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legitimacy of the consultation process, particularly where it is supplemenigd by written materals, door-to-door
engagement, and ongoing availabitity of a dedicated community liaison officer.

It is also noted that all observers wha have gueried the consultation process were clearly aware of the proposed
development and exercised their statutory right to participate fully in the planning process by making subrnissions
ta An Coimisiun Pleandla. This further demonstrates that the consultation strategy was effective in disseminating
information about the project and faciiitating public participation.

Ballinlee Green Energy has confirmed its continued commitment to meaningful, transparent and ongoing
community engagement, both during the planning process and, if consent is granted, throughout the construction
and operational phases of the development. Residents and stakeholders are encouraged to engage with the
project team via the dedicated community liaison officer, by phone or email, or through the project website on
www.ballinleegreenenergy.ie

n summary, the EIAR demonstrates that public consultation for the proposed development was extensive,
propartionate and consistent with best practice, and that it went well beyond statutory minimum requirements.
Any assertion that consultation was inadequate, tokenistic or commenced only after key dacisians had been made
is tharefore not borne out by the avidence submitted with the application.

A number of abservers in third-party submissions to An Coimisiun Pleanala raised queries regarding the setback
distances between the proposed turbines and nearby residential properties as part of their objections to the
Ballinlee Wind Farm. These submissions generaily expressed the view that the proximity of large-scale turbines
to homes would give rise to unacceptable impacts on residential amanity, health and guality of life, and that
greater separation distances should therefore be required. Several observers contended that the proposed
setbacks were insufficient by reference to what thay described as international best practice or zlternative
guideline standards and argued that turbines of the propased scale shouid not be ‘focated in close proximity to
existing dwellings.

In this regard, submissions stated that the proposed turbines could be located within approximately 500 m of
homes, which they considered to be “far below internationally recommended setback distances (often 1-2 km or
maore) to mitigate health and amenity impacts.” These submissions suggests that fixed minimum setback distances
of this magnitude should apply, irrespective of site-specific assessment, turbine design, or compliance with
applicable Irish planning guidance.

Simitarly, submissions referred to provisions within the Wind Energy Development Guidelines (2006), asserting
that “ric turbines taller than 30 metres be located less than 7.5 times its height from a dwelling,” and further
contended that such guidance should preclude the siting of turbines with a tip height of approximately 160 m in
proximity to homes. These submissions interpret earlier guideline references as imposing a restrictive separation
standard and argues that turbines of modern scale should therefore not be located near residential properties.

Other submissions referred to what they considered tc be outdated guidance and contended that the Draft
Revised Wind Energy Development Guidelines (2019} should instead be applied. in this context, reference was
made to the draft provision for a setback distance equal to four times the tip height of the relevant wind turbine
between each turbine and the nearest point of the curtilage of any residential property, subject t¢ a mandatory
minimum setback of 500 m from that residential property.

Taken together, these submissions reflect a concern among some abservers that the proposed development does
not provide adequate separation between turbines and dwellings, and that greaier setback distances should be
applied as a matter of principle. These concerns are generally framed by reference to perceived international
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norms or interpretations of historic or draft guidance, rather than by reference to detailed technical assessment
of noise, shadow flicker, visual impact, and compliance with the applicatle Irish planning framework

RESPONSE:

The queries raised by third-party observers in relation to sethack distances are noted. However, these queries are
not supported when considered in the context of the applicable irish planning framework and the detailed design
and assessment undertaken within the EIAR for the proposed development.

As set out in Chapter 1, Section 1.4.2 of the EIAR, the proposed Ballinlee Wind Farm has been designed and
assessed in accordance with the Wind Energy Development Guidelines (2008), which remain the statutory
guidance currently in force. The EIAR explicitly acknowledges the existence of the Draft Revised Wind Energy
Development Guidelines (2019} and confirms that, while these draft guidelines have not yet been adopted, their
provisions have nevertheless been considered as part of the assessment process. In this regard, the EIAR states:

“The proposed development has been designed and assessed in compliance with the Wind Energy Planning
Guidelines (2006). The Draft Revised Guidelines (2019) contain changes to the guidelines for noise, setback
distances, shadow flicker and community consultation/dividend provision, but these have not yet come intc force,
Whilst the revisions are considered in this report, the proposed development is designed and assessed against the
current Guidelines in place.”

Notwithstanding their draft status, the EIAR demonstrates that the proposed development meets the setback
principles set out in the Draft Revised Wind Energy Development Guidelines (2019). These draft guidelines
require, for visual amenity purposes, a sethack distance equal to four times the turbine tip height between each
turbine and the nearest pomnt of the curtilage of any residential property, subject to @ minimum mandatory
setback of 500 metres, and further subject to compliance with the proposed noise limits, This approach has been
systematically applied to the layout of the proposed wind farm. As confirmed in Chapter 3, Table 3-2 of the EIAR,
a setback distance of 640 metres (4 x 160 m) has been applied for turbines T1-T5 and T7-T17, and 600 metres
{4» 150 mj for T6, in accordance with the draft guideline methodology. The EIAR confirms that:

“This setback is achieved at the proposed development. There are no existing residential dwellings within 540 m
of T1-T5 and T7-T17 and within 600 m of 76.”

Accordingly, the assertion by certain observers that turbines are proposed at distances materially below
recammended guidance, or that fixed setbacks of 1-2 km should apply as a matter of principle, is not supported
by either current Irish planning policy or the provisions of the Draft Revised Guidelines {2019).

In addition, gueries regarding safety-related setbacks are addressed through compliance with draft guideline
reguirements for separation from public infrastructure. As outlined in Section 3.5.1.4 of the EIAR, setback
distances from national and regional roads have been applied in accordance with the Draft Revised Guidelines
(2019), which specify & distance equal to the turbine height plus 10%. The EIAR confirms that setback distances
of 176 m (for 160 m turhines) and 165 m {for 150 m turbines) from public roads have been incorporated into the
proposed layout,

Overall, the EIAR demonstrates that setback distances at the proposed Ballinlee Wind Farm have been carefully
consicered, and are policy-led, and progortionate, taking account of both the statutory 2006 Guidelines and the
emerging best-practice framework set out in the Drafi Revised Guidelines (2019). The proposed development
therefore does not rely on arbitrary or ouidated separation standards, but instead reflects a site-specific design
informed by contemporary guidance and supgorted by detailed technical assessment, including noise, shadow
flicker, landscape and visual impact evaluation.

06 26 ruary
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A number of observers in third-party submissions to An Coimisilin Pleanala expressed gueries about the potential
impacts of the proposed Ballinlee Wind Farm on local property values and the future development prospects of
their oroperties and rural communities. Many submitters stated that the siting of large turbines in close proximity
to homes would, in their view, reduce residential amenity, make properties more difficult to sell, and materially
devalue their principal financial assets. Some observers also linked these economic impacts to wider
socioeconomic uncertainty for families and local landholdings, including effects on local livelihoods and
community sustainability if properties became harder to sell or develop.

To suppert queries about property devatuation reference was made to an Irish working paper published by the
Centre for Economic Research on Inclusivity and Sustainability (CERIS), Wind Turbines and House Prices Alang the
West of Ireland; A Hedonic Pricing Approach (Gillespie & McHale, 2023),

RESPONSE:
Preclusion of Future Development —

The presence of a wind farm does not automatically preclude future housing development in Ireland. Planning
authorities assess housing applications on their own merits, based on current planning policy, local developmaent
plans, and technical standards, not on the existence of a nearby wind farm. National guidance, including the Wind
Energy Development Guidelines 2006 and the draft revised 2019 guidelines, set minimum requirements for
turhine setbacks, noise, and shadow flicker relative to existing dwellings, but these guidelines are designed to
protact the amenity of existing homes rather than to block future development.

{https://www.zov.ig/en/department-of-housing-local-gpovernment-and-heritage/publications/wind-energy-
development-guidelines-2006/),

{https://www.gov.ie/en/department-of -housing-local-government-and-herifage/publications/draft-revised-

wind-gnergy-development-guidelines-december-2019/)

If a housing proposal is submitted near an operational wind farm, the planning authority weuld assess the
application against relevant planning criteria, including naise imits, visual impact, access, and safety. Provided
the proposed house meets these criteria, there is no legal or policy-based restriction preventing its construction.
While a developer might need tc consider the practical implications of proximity to turbines (e.g., amenity, naise,
cr shadow flicker), these issues are technical considerations rather than an outright barrier. In practice, many
areas in Ireland successfully have housing located within a few hundred meters of aperaticnal wind farms.

In short, the existence of a wind farm is not a statutory impediment to future housing development. Any
suggestion that a wind farm “locks out” future housing is speculative and not supported by national planning
solicy or Ap Coimisiun Pleandla practices. The proper approach is for each housing application to be assessed on
its merits at the time it is made, taking into account the cperational wind farm’s compliance with planning and
environmenta! standards.

In addition, personal preference or a general desire not to live in an area is not a materia! planning consideration
and cannot he used to determine a planning application. The objection does not identify any specific planning
harm or provide evidence to demonstrate adverse impacts arising from the proposal.

Property Devaluation -

Section 5.4.1.1 of Chapter 5 of the £IAR addressed the issue of property devaluation asscciated with wind energy
development. That section reviews the availabie evidence base and concludes that there is no substantiated basis
for widespread or systematic property value impacts arising from wind farm developments. The following text
provides cross-referencing context and supplementary information where relevant.
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In the abserce of any substantive, peer reviewed insh studies on the effect of wind farms on property values,
recent studies from the United States and Scotland are considered. The largest study of the impact of wind farms
on property values was carried out in the United States. ‘The Impact of Wind Power Projects on Residentiol
Property Values in the United States: A multiSite Hedonic Analysis’, December 2009, was carried out by the
Lawrence Berkley National Laboratory (LBNL) for the U.S Department of Energy. It concluded that “no evidence
was found that home prices surrounding wind facifities are consistently, measurably, and significantly affected by
either the view of wind facilities or the distance of the home to those focilities”.

The study was updated by Lawrence Berkeley Natioral Laboratory {LBNL) who published a further paper entitled
“A Spatial Hedonic Analysis of the Effects of Wind Energy Facilities on Surrounding Property Values in the United
States”, in August 2013. It concluded that no statistical evidence was found that “home prices near wind turbines
were affected in either the post-construction or post announcement/pre-construction periods”.

A more recent study published by Climate Exchange in Getober 2016 titled “Impact of wind Turbines on House
Prices in Scotland’ concluded that there was "no evidence of o consistent negetive effect on house prices”. Taking
these studies into consideration, it is not anticipated that the proposed development will have any detrimental
effect on the local property values.

More recently, an Irish warking paper published by the Centre for Economic Research on Inclusivity and
Sustainability {CERIS), Wind Turbines and House Prices Along the West of Ireland: A Hedonic Pricing Approach
{Gillespie & McHale, 2023), examined listed house prices across seven western counties. The study identified a
statistically significant reduction in listed prices within 0-1 km of turbines; however, it also reported na significant
effects beyond 1 km, noted that the closest-distance sample was small and not representative of broader market
conditions, and observed that any detected effect diminished over time. The findings were therefore described
by the authors as highly localised and context-specific.

Taking the totality of the evidence into account, including Irish, UK, Scottish and international studies, there i1s no
robust or generalised evidence of consistent property devaluation arising from wind farm developments, Where
effects have been reported, they are limited in spatial extent, diminish with distance and time, and are not
reflective of broader housing market behaviour.

Accordingly, and consistent with the assessment presented in Section 5.4.1.1 of the EIAR, it is not anticipated that
the Proposed Development will result in any material or widespread impact on local property values. As set out
elsewhere in Chapter 5, the Proposed Development is assessed as likely to result in neutral, localised, short-term
effects of imperceptible significance on population and setttement patterns during the construction phase.

4.5 Noise & Vibration

Local residents have raised multiple and specific queries about noise and vibration impacts associated with the
proposed Ballinlee Wind Farm. Many submissions draw on international health guidance and peer-reviewed
research to question whether the EIAR's noise assessment adequately addresses the scale, character and
real-world impacts of turbine noise. An example of one of the comments stated that turbines placed as close as
852 m from homes could generate low-frequency noise and infrasound linked to sleep disturbance, stress, anxiety
and other health impacts, referencing the World Health Qrganization’s €nvironmental Noise Guidelines as a
benchmark for health protection. A similar comment lists noise and low-frequency emissions as core grounds of
abjection. Other observers express fear of noise pollution and associated shadow flicker degrading rural amenity,
while a separate observer note that with 16 turbines within 2.5 km, they are “guaranteed to be affected by noise
and infranoise”, lamenting the replacement of natural scundscapes with a constant hum. A further comment
poInts out that constant turbine noise may negatively impact the wellbeing of both pecple and animals in the
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vicinity. Collectively, these submissions underscore a widespread query that the EIAR's noise assessment may
understate the potential for naise-related harm to health, tranguillity and quality of life.

RESPONSE:

The assessment of operaticnal noise emissions as summarised in Chapter 13 Noise and Vibration of the EIAR,
comglies with current guidance and best practice in relation te acceptable levels of noise from wind farms as
containad in the document Wind Energy Development Guidelings for Planning Authorities published by the
Department of the Environment {WEDG 2006).

The current guidance and best practice are summarised in Section 13.2, including World Health Organisation
guidance set out In Section 13.2.2.8 within Chapter 13. As stated, “The recommendations [of World Health
Organization Noise Guidetines for the European Union in relation to wind turbine noise assessmeni] are therefore
conditional and should not currently be applied as target noise criteria for existing or proposed wind turbine
development in Ireland.”

The assessment demaonstrated that the cumulative noise levels are expected to be below the prescribed
operational noise limits as set out in Section 13.5.3.3, Table 13-25.

Special audible characteristics including Infrasound/low frequency noise are set out in in Section 13.2.2.10. A
summary of numerous research papers and articles was provided which included the following conclusions:

Irish EPA’s NG3: “With modern active yaw turbines {i.e., the blades are upwind of the tower and the
turbine is turned to face into the wind by a wind direction sensor on the nacelle activating o yaw motor)
this [Low Frequency Noise] is no longer a significant feature.”

Institute of Acoustics Bulletin in March 2009 . “A report for the DT1 in 2006 by Hayes McKenzie concluded
that neither infrasound nor low frequency noise was a significant factor at the separation distances at
which people lived.”

A summary of the latest research into the health effects associated with wind turbine noise emission is included
in Section 13.3 Health Effacts of Wind Farms. As stated in the section’s summary: “The peer reviewed research
outlined in the preceding sections supports that there are no negative health effects on people with lang term
exposure to wind turbine noise Refer to Velume H Chapter 5 Population and Human Health of this EIAR for further
details of potential health effects associated with the Proposed Development.”

Vibration effects are assessed in Section 13.5.5 Description of Effects - Vibration and it was concluded that there
would be no noticeable impact on nearby receptors or structures and therefore concluding that there would be
an Imperceptible effect.

4.5.1 Regulatory Compliance

Examples of some comments in public submission relating to campliance with WHO {World Health Organisation)
Noise Assessment Guidelines include;

“The EIAR (Chapter 12 — Noise & Vibration) concludes nc significant health effects but provides limited receptor
specific analysis for homes within 2km and does not assess low frequency noise or amplitude modulation. This
conflicts with the WHOQ Environmenta! Naise Guidelings {2018}, which link wind turbine noise te sleep disturbance
and reduced quality of life. independent baseling and post construction monitoring, curtailment protecols and
accessible community reporting are required.”
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“We would suggest that this application infringes on Articles 7 & 37 of the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights. The
WHQ s barely mentioned, and the developer makes no commitment to compiy with WHO 2018 Noise Guidelines
The developer is relying on outdated 2006 guidelines and by not using accepted modern guideling, the
developer's EIA fails to deliver. There is no evidence provided in the EIA as to the noise impact of an array of wind
turbines. The measurements used in the EIA are vague and not scientifically secure. The developer provides no
assessment of low-frequency and infrasound impact, especially as it relates to our home. This is, despite, well
established evidence that homes near windfarms, especizlly in a rural location, experience low freguency noise
(LFN) exceedances and perceptible infrasound.”

“The EIAR uses outdated noise standards and avoids WHO 2018 fimits. It does not assess low frequency noise,
amplitude modulation, or night-time sleep disturbance.”

“International Health bodies inciuding the World Health Organisation [(WHO) have highlighted concerns about the
impacts of wind turbine noise in particular low frequancy noise and infrasound, on human health. The WHO
recemmends neise significantly lower than what Irish windfarms produce and a setback of anything less than 10
x Tip height would be a serious risk to Public health. Hence in line with these recommendations, 160m turbines
should be satback at a minimum 1.36km. The proposed setback distances of the closest 6 turbines, as well asthe
remaining 11 turbines {which are within 2km from our home), would put the health and wellbeing of my family
and | at enormous risk.”

“Predicted operational noise levels, including the potential for tonal components and amplitude modulation, are
not shown to keep exposure at noise-sensitive receptors as low as reasonably achievable. This confhicts with the
Directive’s aim to avoid harmful effects from environmental noise. Given the quiet rural baseline, the predicted
turbine noise levels, including low-frequency and medulation components—are likely to cause sleap disturbance
and loss of amenity for nearby residents. This is inconsistent with WHO noise guidelines and the planning
authority’s duty to protect residential amenity. Naise predictions omit a robust assessment of low-frequency
noise and amplitude modulation, and do not convincingly demonstrate compliance with EPA guidance and WHOC
health-based noise limits, This renders the conclusions on naise effects unreliable.”

“The EIAR does not provide receptor specific noise assessments or consider the WHO Environmental noise
guidelines.”

“The planning application incorrectly suggests that a full noise assessment is not required for properties where
the landowner is financially contracted to the development. This premise is legally flawed and contrary to
established and emerging planning guidance and public health standards. Even where a tandowner is invalved,
the property occupants' right to health is paramount. The draft 2019 Wind Energy Development Guidelines, which
reflect evolving standards, explicitly state that contracted individuals cannot agree to 2 noise limit that surpasses
2018 WHO guidance for wind turbine noise. The application fails to demonstrate compliance with these essentiat
health protective measures for all affected residences. The failure o provide a comprehensive and standards-
compliant noise assessment for all habitable properties associated with the project is a material planning
omission.”

RESPONSE:

A comprehensive schedule of 519 no. NSLs were identified within the study area (defined as the initial 35d8 noise
contour} and their coordinates are listed in Appendix 13C — Schedule of Noise Sensitive Locations. Noise
predictions were caiculated to each NSL and as demonstrated and that “the proposed Project is expected to
operate within the established criteria. Therefore, in EIA terms, there is no Significant effect.”

The assessment of operational noise emissions as summarised in Chapter 13 Noise and Vibration, complies with
current guidance and best practice in relation to acceptable levels of noise from wind farms as contained in the
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document Wind Energy Development Guidelines for Planning Authorities published by the Department of the
Environment (WEDG 2006}

The current guidance and best practice are summarised in Section 13.2, including World Health Organisation
guidance set out in Section 13.2.2.8. As stated, "The recommendations [of World Heaith Organization Noise
Guidelines for the European Union in relatien to wind turbine noise assessment] are therefore conditional and
should not currently be applied as target noise criteria for existing or proposed wind turbine development in
Ireland.”

Draft Revised Wind Energy Developmeant Guidelines published 1n 2019 are not current or best practice as clarified
in Section 13.2.2.6 Draft Wind Energy Guidelines 2019, The current WEDG 2006 guidance remains suitable for
assessing wind turbine noise.

Noise measurements were used to establish the baseline conditions and in turn used to set the appropriate
criteria. The methodology as set out in Section 13.4.3 Baseline Noise Survey of Receiving Enviranment adhered to
the WEDG 2006 guidance Noise predictions inciuded the cumulative effect of all turbines in the proposed Project
and all relevant existing or permitted wind farms as set out in Section 13,5.3.2 Cumulative Assessment.

The assessment demacnstrated that the cumulative noise levels are expected to be below the prescribed
operational noise limits as set out in Section 13.5.3.3, Table 13-25.

The assessment of Infrasound/low frequency noise is set out in in Section 13.2.2.10 and a summary of numerous
rasearch papers and articles was provided as outlined above in Section 4.5.

Special audible characteristics inciuding Tonality and Amplitude Modulation are set out inin Section 13.2.2.10. As
stated. “it is not possible to predict the occurrence of any special characteristic at the planning stage Post-
construction monitoring programmes and campaigns following prescribed guidelines can objectively investigate
these characteristics.” A suitable Noise Complaint Monitoring Brogramme [NCMP) is set out in Section 13.10
Operational Phase Manitoring to demonstrate compliance with the prescribed operational noise limits 35 set out
in Section 13.5.3.3, Table 13-25.

Section 13.2.2.5 sets cut the current guidance from ETUS-R-97 and WEDG 2006 regarding Financially involved
properties. Such properties may have an increase to the fixed limit noise levels applied. These properties are
includad in the schadule of noise sensitive locations assessed. The relevant properties are identified in Table 13-
27: Turbing Identifier A — Summary of Noise Exceedances. Even where a landowner is involved, the property
occupants' right 1o health is paramount. The draft 2019 Wind Energy Development Guidelines, which reflect
avolving standards, explicitly state that contracted individuals cannot agree to a noise limit that surpasses 2018
WHO guidance for wind turbine noise, therefore ensuring no health impacts.

4.5.2 Noise & Vibration from Construction Activities

Some observers raised construction noise and vibration impacts during the construction phase of the proposed
development, highlighting both the intensity and duration of these disturbances and their effects on daily life,
health and local environment.

“Noise and vibration during the ~24-month construction phase will significantly impact our daily lives... excavators
digging trenches, breakers cutting through rock, and dozens of truck passes per day.. wall-shaking vibrations and
noise can be distressing. Structural damage... is a real possibility from sustained vibration... constant noise,
beeping machinery... makes it impossible to maintain a normal home environment.”:

“The noise, vibration, and bright lights from these night time dehveries will disturb famities' sleep and frighten
small children... The increase in traffic also raises serious safety concerns.”

21
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Collectively, these submissions show that observers have queries about intense and prolonged noise and vibration
from construction, with potential consequences for residential amenity, heaith, safety, and environmental
impacts

RESPONSE:

Effects associated with the construction phase are comprehensively assessed in the EIAR Section 13.5.2
Construction Phase which included construction traffic, turbine delivery route, borrow pits, substation, grid
connection route, and vibration. Table 13-22 of Chapter 13 outlines the potential worst-case effects associated
with the various aspects on the censtruction ghase, pre-mitigation. Section 13.7.1 comprehensively cutlines the
mitigation and monitoring measures to ameliorate any noise and vibration effects.

4,5.3 Noise & Vibration during Operational Phase

Queries raised in the submissions included “noise from the substation, including humming from transformers and
switching eguipment”, noise associated with the turbines such as “They would be certain to experience a
multitude of serious negative effects associated with 160 m high wind turbines, at such close proximity, including
massive noise disturbance”, and “The constant noise and iow frequency vibration.”

One submission detailed potential wake effects stating “inadequate spacing between turbines is a recurring and
significant cause of wind turbine noise nuisance”. The submission refers to Righ Court findings in the Ballyduff
{Meenacloughspar) and Gicbett Hill cases, where turbine noise and amplitude modulation—linked in part to wake
effects between turbines—were found to cause harm to residents. The submission notes that the WEDG 2006
guidance recommends minimum separations of “three times the rotor diameter in the crosswind direction and
seven times the retor diameter in the prevailing downwind direction,” znd states that these standards have not
been followed for the prepesed development. Given that prevailing winds occur across a broad range of
directions, the submission states most turbines are effectively downwind of one another and therefore requiring
greater separation. The submission concludes that, with only limited turbine pairings meeting the recommended
distances, the remaining sub-standard spacings are likely to give rise to wake-related turbulence and noise
impacts similar to those already recognised by the courts.

RESPONSE:
The queries raised have been addressed on the following sections of the EIAR.

The effect of the Substation is assassed in Section 13.5.6 On-site Electrical Substation {110%V), whereby the impact
is considered imperceptible/not significant.

The assessment of operational noise emissions as summarised in Chapter 13 Noise and Vibration, complies with
current guidance and best practice in relation to acceptable leveis of noise from wind farms as contained in the
document Wind Energy Developmeant Guidelines for Planning Authorities published by the Department of the
Environment (WEDG 2006).

The current guidance and best practice are summarised in Section 13.2, including World Health Organisation
guidance set out in Section 13.2.2.8. As stated, “The recommendations [of Worid Health Organization Noise
Guidelines for the European Union in relation to wind turbine noise assessment) are therefore conditional and
should not currently be applied as target noise criteria for existing or proposed wind turbine development in
Ireland.”

5 32 February 2026



sl MWP

The assessment demonstrated that the cumulative noise levels are expected to be below the prescribed
operational noise limits as set out in Section 13.5.3.3, Table 13-25.

Vibration effects are assessed in Section 13.5.5 Description of £ffects — Vibration, which outlines that no
ncticeable impact on nearby receptors or structures are anticipated, therefore, in EIA terms, there is an
imperceptible effect.

454 Low Frequency Sounds and Infrasounds Risks

One submission stated: “We were unabie fo find any substantive assessment of Infrasound. While are attaching
an academic research paper on this issue entitied ‘High-resolution measurermnents near Wind Power Plants’.
infrasound is known to be a major issue with regard tc wind turbines”

They also stated that “Moreover, there is significant evidence from outside of Ireland that Infrasound is an issue
for people whao live very close to wind turbines. Dr Manana Alves-Pererra of Partugat has written and talked
extensively on this issue. Further evidence is also available from Bruce Rapley, Huub Bakker and Rachel Summers.
“Curiously we were unable to find any reference in the EIAR to Infrasound””

RESPONSE:

Special audible characteristics including infrasound/low frequency noise are set out in in Section 13.2.2.10. A
summary of numerous research papers and articles was provided which included the following conclusions:

Irish EPA's NG3: “With modern active vaw turbines (i.e., the blades are upwind of the tower and the
turbine is turned to face into the wind by a wind direction sensor on the naceile uctivating a yaw motor)
this [Low Frequency Noisel is no longer a significant feature.”

Institute of Acoustics Bulletin in March 2009 : “A report for the DTl in 2006 by Hayes McKenzie concluded
that neither infrasound nor fow frequency noise was g significant factor at the separation distances at
which people lived.

The paper by Dr Mariana Alves-Pereira provided by the observer had in the expert opinion of the authors,
numerous technical errors, failed to assess the relative change in infrasound/low frequency noise and cannct be
relied upcn, Please see Section 13.2.10 of Chapter 13 for further details. With respect to infrasonic noise levels
below the hearing threshold, the World Health Organisation (WHO} document Community Noise (WHO, 1995)
has stated that: “There is no reliable evidence that infrasounds below the hearing threshold produce physiological
or psychological effects.”

A suitable Naise Complaint Monitoring Programme (NCMP) will be implemented for the groposed development.
Should a noise complaint or evidence of an exceedance of the noise limits occur, the operator shall comply with
any requirements of the Planning Authority to undertake an investigation (incuding shutting down wind turbines
for background noise monitoring if required) and the implementation of appropriate mitigation measures, such
as a curtailment programme, on the wind turbine operations will be undertaken. The NCMPB will follow the
guidance outlined above and in the I0A GPG and Supplementary Guidance Note 5: Post Completion
Measurements (July 2014).

45,5 Equine & Livestock Effects

Queries have been raised by local horse owners and breeders regarding the potential impacts of noise and
associated disturbances on equine welfare and safety. Horses are widely recognised as highly sensitive, flighty
animals with acute hearing and vision, making them particularly vulnerable to changes in their environment
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A submission states: “a full circle of vision, better sight in low light, and are far more sensitive to sound frequencies
than humans,” and it is “well documented that the noise and shadow flicker coming from wind turbines has an
adverse effect on horses, with safety implications for horse handlers and riders”, and further highlights that “noise
anxiety” can have long-term effects on food intake, growth, and production rates.

These gueries extend to breeding and reproductive impacts, with one submission emphasising that stress from
noise can be particutarly harmful to in-foal mares, stating that they are “extremely sensitive” and that such stress
“can cause mares to abort pregnancies.”

Other residents, draw attention to the practical and safety implications of noise and construction activity,
explaining that horses “can be easily spooked by noise, machinery, or unfamiliar activity,” creating serious risks
for both animals and riders, especially children and caution that construction activity, turbine notse, and flashing
lights could easily startie the animals, ieading to panic or injury and endangering those responsible for their care,
They warn that disruption to familiar exercise routes would increase stress and fundamentally disrupt the horses’
routine and wellbging.

Collectively, these queries underline the need for careful consideration of noise and vibration, and their potential
impacts on horse welfare, breeding outcomes, and human safety.

RESPONSE:

Wind farms have been developed on agricuitural lands all over the world and do not displace iivestock farming.
In many cases the additional income from wind turbines for involved landowners improves the financial viability
and sustainability of farming operations. Research has been undertaken to assess the impact of wind turbines on
wild animals and domesticated livestock. in a 2012 review of such research around the world commissioned by
the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency, the authors of the report found that the theory that the noise and
movement of turbines in operation would annoy or stress wildlife and livestock was not supported by the research
that was available. These studies showed there was a lack of such effects or that animals guickly habituated to
the disturbance. Consequently, the impact was limited.

Additional studies on the effects of noise on domestic animals found that high noise levels that would cause stress
respanses in domestic animals {i.e increased respiration and heart rate, increased vigilance and decreased time
grazing) would be in the range of 60-75dBA. Noise measurements directly under a wind turtine were found to be
between 50 and 60 dBA in this study, which is lower than the above-mentioned noise levels that would cause
stress reactions.

4.5.6 Risk of Cumulative Impact with Other Energy or Infrastructure Projects
Objectors stated the below in relation to the risk of cumulative impact:

“In the absence of any investigation on the cumulative impact on health directly or as pathways to il-health and
the environmental impacts of this application in combination with twe wind farms already proposed by the same
applicant for the nearby Bruree and Coolcappa arezs, | request that a full and comprehensive cumulative impact
assessment should be required. This would cover cumulative effects on: Biodiversity, Soils and Geclogy, Noise
and Vibration, Infrasound, Water Environment, Air Quality and Climate, Papulaticn and Human Health, Major
Accidents and Disasters.”

“There are existing, permitted, and proposed wind farms within the wider region. EPA EIAR Guidelines (2022)
require full cumulative assessment. This has not been meaningfully done, Residerts are expected to endure
cumulative noise, ..... as the area becomes industrialised.”

RESPONSE:
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Noise predictions included the cumulative effect of all turbines in the proposed Project and all relevant existing
or permitted wind farms as set out in Section 13.5.3.2 Cumulative Assessment.

The assessment demonstrated that the cumulative naise levels are expected to be below the prescribed
operational noise limits as set out in Section 13.5.3.3, Table 13-25.

Chapter 5 Population and Human Health concludes that it is unlikely that significant adverse impacts to popuiation
and human health will occur as a result of the proposed develogment. The potential for cumulative impacts
caused by other past, present or reasonably foreseeabdle future actions together with the proposed development
is fully assessed.

4.6.1 Flooding Risks

Approximately one third of the submissions from local residents raise gueries regarding flooding, emphasising
that the proposed develogment is located within a histenicatly flood-prone landscape, and that the EIAR does not
properly refiect this reality.

Objectors contend that the Ballinlee site 1s “unsuitable for largascale wind energy development because of ..
flood risk”. It is argued that “turbine foundations, crane hardstands, and access roads will increase impermeable
surface area, exacerbating local fiood risk and water poliution” and note that “No comprehensive Flood Risk
Assessment appears in the EIAR”, asserting a fundamental gap in the assessment of flood hazards. Another
objector draws attention to the EIAR’s own flood modelling, pointing out that “4 of the 17 no. turbines are located
within Flood Zone A/Flood Zone B, therefore having a high to med:um probability of flooding during the 1% and
0.1% AEP” and argue that “construction of these turbines could significantly increase flood risk damage to ...
surrounding houses.” Queries were also expressed that even where mitigation is proposed, “the residual risk
remains high due to potential peat disturbance and water table changes” in flood prone lands. It was also raised
that infrastructure elements such as turbines, tempaorary delivery routes (TDR) and the ESB substation are located
an known floodplains and that “the change in permeability and run off rates of the proposed sites could ..
exacerbate this”. Reference was also made to the EPA climate adaptation guidance, emphasising that “the EPA’s
2022 Guidance on Climate Adaptation and Flocd Risk requires developers to demonstrate no increase in Flood
risk elsewhere,” and assert that increased fload risk along key access and evacuation routes is “unacceptable.”

These general queries are reinforced by other objectors, who highlight the discrepancy between local experience
and the deveioper's assessmeant. “Flood-prone roads [and] fragile water systems ... will be further stressed,” and
that “local flooding events are more freguent than acknowledged in the developer's assessments, showing a
serious gap in understanding of local conditions.” are some of the objections. Examples were also raised, noting
that the L5127 was flooded two years ago, preventing residents from leaving their homes, an event that was “not
documented by the developer”. Flooding 15 rased as “a persistent and well-documented problem” in Camas
North, Camas South and Carrigeen, observing that while the deveicper’s own documentation recognises regutar
flooding in these araas, the proposal nonetheless includes "extensive construction activity, drainage modifications
and new infrastructure that would almost certainly worsen the situation”. Photographic evidence from Carrigeen
dated 12/11/25 was also submitted, stating that it “clearly shows the extent of fiocding, contirming what local
rasidents experience every year,” and warnings that additional infrastructure and altered drainage patterns could
intensify flood risk for communities already facing difficulties obtaining home insurance.

These gueries are throughout objections, similar to “As the northern section of the site is classified as a natural
floodplain, it strikes us as wholly inappropriate te disturh this fandscape in which t build an industrial facility. This
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area regularly floods. It is strongly submitted therefore that this area is fundamentally unsuitable for this type of
development, which would require enormous disruption and interference with habitats and floodplains with the
impaosition of internal access roads, etc. As it happens there has been a notable rainfall event in November 2025,
which have caused significant amounts of flooding in the area”.

Inappropriate Site Selection was ancther issue raised, stating “The proposed development area is within an OPW
mapped ‘Flood Zone A’ site, which has a very frequent ACTUAL return penod of flooding adjacent to roads that
are used by people to go to work and schocl. Flooding of lands is one thing. Creating a public health hazard is
ancther and should be avoided. The rivers are all mapped as 3rd Cycle At Risk. Whilst construction is not a
reported pressure or issue at the moment, that does not mean that construction is viable either.”

Local area flooding was raised by an cbjector, stating “In relation to Flooding, page 39 of the proposad Ballinlee
Wind Farm'’s Flood Risk Report (Appendix 9B, MWP Sepiember 2025) presents 'spin” and bias, Neither of these
elements are recommended for a Flood Risk Analysis assessment. One needs to read between the lines, with a
critical perspective, to realise that the entire development is proposed in an OPW Flood Zone of some scale.”

“The Depariment of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government / Office of Public Works, (2009) The
Planning System and Flood Risk Management - Guidelines for Planning Authorities. Dublin: Government of Irefand
clearly states that “Most types of development would be considered inappropriate in this zone, Development in
this zone should be avoided and/or only considered in exceptional circumstances, such as in city and town centres,
or in the case of essential infrastructure that cannot be located efsewhere, and where the Justification Test has
been applied. Only water-compatible development, such as docks and marinas, dockside activities that require a
waterside location, amenity open space, outdoor sports and recreation, would be considered approprizte in this
zone”. - Section 3.5, p.24 “

Regarding local knowledge and experiences, it was submitted that “in the matter of Hydro-G's evaluation of the
actual return period and evidence of flooding in the vicinity of the proposed Ballinlee Wind Farm site, local
information was provided by the community who have been documenting the experiences along the roads in
November 2025. The Flood Risk Assessment has underestimated the acteal frequency of flood events. The area
is significantly more flood prone than the Flood Risk Assessment for the proposed development has portrayed it
1o be. The fact that that the area’s flood frequency has been greatly under-estimated supports a conclusion of no
confidence in the Flood Risk Assessment’s claim that the development "does not have the potential to significantly
increase upstream or downstream fload risk.” The misrepresentation of the absorption capacity of the natural
environment in the development area amounts to a breach of Annex 11! of DIRECTIVE 2011/92/EU. The progosed
development should be refused on this basis.”

Concern was also documented regarding unassessed construction impacts arising from soil compaction in a flood
zone with “The proposal to bring large cranes into this wetland and flood zone presents real risks of increasing
the already frequent flood experiences. The actual flood risks presented will result from apglying mass lcads to a
wet s0il and thereby destroying what small pore space there may have been. The Flood Risk Assessment HAS NOT
simulated the compaction along proposed internal haul routes and construction pads.”

Together, these submissions underscore a shared view among lccal observers that the £1AR understates flood
risk, relies excessively on mitigation rather than avoidance, and does not demaonstrate that the groposed
development can proceed without exacerbating flooding impacts locally or downstream.

RESPONSE:

Flood risk has been comprehensively assessed in Chapter 9 (Water) of the EIAR and is not understated. A site-
specific flood risk assessment {SSFRA) (Appendix 9B) was undertaken by MWP (2025) in accordance with The
Planning System and Flood Risk Management — Guidelines for Planning Authorities (OPW/DoEHLG, 2009),
including application of the sequential approach and, where relevant, the justification test.

[43]
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The SSFRA followed a staged approach (Stages 1-3) and identified fluvial flooding from the Morningstar River and
its tributaries as the principal flood mechanism, particularly in the northern part of the site. A detailed guantitative
assessment was completed using industry-standard methods, including Flood Studies Update 2 (FSU2) and Poots
& Cochrane hydrological estimation, and a combined 10-2D hydraulic model (HEC-RAS) to define baseline flood
extents and levels for the 1% and 0.1% AEP events, including climate change allowances.

The modeliing confirms that the majority of the development, including the on-site substation and maost turbines,
are located in Flood Zone C (low prabability of flooding). Four turbines intersect Flood Zones A/B; however, these
locations were subject to detailed assessment and design. The EIAR demonstrates that flocdplain function is
maintained through embedded design and mitigation measures, including defined freeboard allowances (0.1%
AEP + 500 mm for the substation; 1% AEP + 300 mm for turbines, controlled track elevations, and engineered
conveyance measures beneath and across access tracks to preserve overland flow paths and drainage
connectivity (EIAR Chapter 9 Section 9.2.7; Appendix 9B, Section 4.4)

Potential effects from turbine foundations, tracks, cable routes, borrow pits and construction compounds were
exphcitly assessed. The SSFRA concludes that, with the proposed mutigation, there wili be no apprecfable
displacement of floodwaters that would increase flood levels on surrounding lands, roads cr properties, no
obstruction of existing drainage networks, and no increase in upstream or downstream flood risk. Construction
phase controls include protection of field drains, temporary drainage management, and avoidance of werks that
would impede flood flows during extreme events.

Residual flood risks were assessed and found to be acceptable. Overall, the EIAR and Appendix 9B demonstrate,
on the basis of quantitative hydraulic modelling and compliance with national guidance, that the Proposed
Development avoids inappropriate development in high-risk areas where possible and, where interaction with
Flood Zones A/B occurs, is designed and mitigated such that it will not exacerbate flooding locally or downstream.

Any effect from floodplain displacement wili be highly localised and will not have a perceptible effect on any
existing property. Flocd resikent design matenal will be used threughout the development and are wholly
appropriate for the lifespan of the Proposed Davelopment. Queries regarding soil compaction from construction
impacts is considered highly lccalised and would have a negligible impact. The proposed surface water drainage
network will maintain exiting run off rates and not increase pluvial flooding cccurrence.

Photographs were including in submissions showing pluvial flooding as a result of a particularly wet November,
as noted in the EPA November Hydrology Bulietin. Flood zoning does not apply to ptuvial sources. The area of the
Proposed Development was recorded as having ‘Particularly High' and ‘Above Normal” rainfall,
https://www.epa.ie/publications/monitoring—assessment/freshwater--marine/hydrology-bulletin/hydrology-
bulletin/EPA-Hydrology-Bulletin-November-2025.pdf

Bzsed on the Justification Test undertaken in the FRA, the proposed development has been subject to an
appropriate flood risk assessment, embedded and proposed mitigation measures and is appropriate for the
location proposed.

4.6.2 Surface Water Quality Risks and Management

Local residents have raised queries regarding the protection of surface water quality during the construction of
the proposed development. Submissions emphasise that the scale and intensity of construction activity—
including excavation, sail stripping, access track construction, borrow-pit development, concrete warks, and
heavy vehicle movements creates a significant risk of sediment mobilisaticn and pollution, especially during
periods of heavy rainfall. Residents especially query the potential for contaminants to enter nearby watercourses
including the Morningstar River, the River Maigue and downstream watercourses, with consequent impacts on
water quaiity and dependant aquatic environments.
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Observers provide specific examples highlighting these risks. One submission identifies the proximity of the
receiving watercourses and the potentiaf for pallutants from construction to affect a watercourse they value for
its wildlife and amenity functions. Other submissions emphasise the risk of sediment-laden runoff, concrete
washout, fuzl or hydraulic spills and lubricant ieaks reaching local water bodies. Queries were raised regarding
how the proposed watercourse crossings and drainage works could mobilise sediment and pcliutants intc the
Morningstar, Maigue and ultimately the Shannon system, with knock on ecological effects. Observers highlight
that minor drains and headwater streams are sometimes omitted or undervalued and that instream works in
small drains can have the effects on the wider catchment. Queries were raised that floodplain maodification,
culverting and infilling could alter drainage flow paths and floodplain function, with cumulative
hydromorphological deterioration and impacts on flood dependent habitats (e.g. Morningstar/Corcass lands). -on
ecological effects-valued and that in-stream works in small drains can have the -dependent habitats {eg.
Morningstar/Corcass lands).

A submission highlights perceived deficiencies in the EIAR’s assessment of surface water management, stating
that “Chapter 9 (Water) and Appendix 2E (SWMP) do not adequately address these matters.. Strict
fuel-management plans for construction vehicles are essential to prevent leaks or spills. in addition, reguiar
manitering of water quality and flow rates for all private water schemes in the vicinity should be carried out
before, during, and after construction ” These submissions illustrate that residents perceive inadequate planning
and mitigation for potential pellutant pathways, including parts of the access tracks and grid connection routes.

Queries were raised regarding the construction of new tracks, hardstands and borrow pits in a wet, flood-prone
catchment which was suggested would increase overland flow, sediment mobilisation and pollution {fuels,
cement, metals), particularly into the Morningstar and its wetland floodplain. One submission noted “Surface
water management, particularly in relation tc excavations, borrow pits and construction runoff, is insufficiently
designed to prevent pollution of nearby streams and drains. The project therefore risks offences under the Water
Pollution Acts and non-compliance with water quality objectives. Borrow pits, access tracks, foundaticns and
drainage works risk causing hydro morphological alteration and pollution of surface waters connected to the
Shannon system. The project fails to demonstrate that water body status will not deteriorate or that WFD
objectives will be achievad, as required by EU and Irish law.”

Additionzlly potential operational phase effects of runcff and hydromorphoelogy were raised. Observes suggested
that long-term hardstanding and drainage could increase peak flows, reduce infiltration, and degrade floodglains.
Sorme submissions argue that infilling depressions, drainage measures and culverting will negatively and
permanently effect the averall raceiving hydrological environment.

Collectively, these observations underscore the view among residents that the F!AR does not sufficiently
demonstrate that surface water guality will be protected, that pollution pathways are properly managed, or that
adequate monitoring and mitigation measures are in place to safeguard locat rivers, streams, and connected
aguatic ecosystems.

RESPONSE:

Potential impacts on surface water quality have been comprehensively assessed in EIAR Chapter 9 {Water) and
Appendix 9A (Water Framework Directive Assessment), with specific regard to construction and operational
phase related polfution risks, sensitive receptors, and compliance with WFD objectives.

Based on the assessments presented in EfAR Chapter 9 and Appendix 9A, and with the implementation of
embedded mitigation and management measures, the Proposed Development will not result in significant
adverse effects on surface water guality. The WFD Assessment concludes that the project will not cause
deterioration in the status of any surface water body nor compromise compliance with WFD Article 4 objectives
{Appendix 9A, £IAR Section 9.6).
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Risk of pollution from sediment runoff, excavation and construction activities

The EIAR acknowledges that earthworks, track constructicn, borrow pits and other construction activities present
a potential risk of sediment-laden runoff and accidental spillages, particularly during periods of heavy rainfall.
These risks were assessed in detail for the construction phase [EIAR Chapter 9 Section 9.4.1.2). The assessment
cancludes that, with the implementation of standard and project-specific best practice measures, significant
adverse effects on surface water quality will be avoided. Mitigation measures include phased construction,
minimisation of exposed ground, interceptor drains, silt traps, settlement ponds, stabilisation and reinstatement
of disturbed soils, and strict centrols on the storage and handiing of fuels, oils and concrete (EIAR Sections 9.3.1.2
and 9.5.1) Residual effects on surface water quality are assessed as not significant.

Protection of the Morningstar River and downstream watercourses

The Morningstar River and its tributaries are identified as sensitive receptors. The EIAR confirms that no untreated
runoff or direct discharges to surface waters will occur during construction or operation. Buffer zones are
maintained along watercourses, in-stream works are avoided, and watercourse crossings are designed to prevent
sediment mobilisation and protect channel integrity (E1AR Sections 9.3.1.3 and 9.5.1). Baseline water quality data
and WED status assessments demonstrate that, with mitigation in place, the Proposed Development will not
cause deterioration in surface water chemical or ecological status, nor affect downstream aquatic envircnments
(Appendix 9A; EIAR Section 9.6).

Surface water management for access tracks and grid connection routes

A surface water management strategy 's embadded within the design and assessment of access tracks,
construction compounds and grid connection works. EIAR Chapter 9 confirms that drainage systems will be
implemented along all work areas, including internal access tracks, crane hardstands and compounds, to
attenuate runoff, control erosion and protect water quality (EIAR Section 9.3.1.2). The underground grid
connaction along existing roads will not introduce new surface water pathways or discharge ponts. Detailed
drainage design and construction controls are secured through the Construction Environmental Management
Plan (CEMP) {Appendix 2A) and the Surface Water Management Plan {Appendix 2E) referenced within the EIAR,

The Sequential Approach was applied at an aarly stage of the project to ensure infrastructure was located outside
flood zones insofar as possible and a Justification Test was carried out in Accordance with Section 5 of the 2009
Planning & Flood Risk Management Guidelines in Section 4.4.10 of Appendix 9B Flood Risk Assessment. In relation
to the flow estimation methods, a range of methods were assessed and the method resulting in the highest flow
estimation was adopted to provide a grecautionary appreach to flow estimation in small catchments as
recommendad by the Planning & Flood Risk Management Guidelines. A residual risk assessment was carried out
which assessed the sensitivity of the Aydrauiic model to flows larger than pregicted, climate change irpacts
greater than predicted and blockage sensitivity. Pluvial and groundwater flocding will be addressed as part of the
averal! drainage strazegy and the design of this drainage strategy will be completed at detailed des:gn stage. The
freebgard requirements are outlined in Section 4.4.7 of Appendix 9B and the flood levels provided in Table 4.15
of Appendix 98

Operational Phase Run off and Water Quality Management

As set out in Chapter 9, during operation, no discharges to groundwater are proposed and surface runcff from
turbines and tracks will be managed via SuDS measures — swales, attenuation, and vegetated overland flow —
prior to discharge either to ground or to existing ditches. Where drains are removed or intersected, equivalent
conveyance swales are to be constructed first, then the original drain infilled, to preserve flow paths and rates.
The proposed design maintains existing flow paths, peak flow rates and total flow volumes.
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tn the context of the wider catchment, the calculated increase in hardstanding is miniscule; effects on hydrological
flow regime are assessed as “imperceptibie”, with no measurabte change to the Maigue or Marningstar flows at
water-body scale

46.3 Groundwater Quality, Flow and Hydrogeology

tocal residents have raised queries regarding groundwater guality, groundwater flow and hydrogeological
conditions, commaenting that the EIAR fails to adeguately characterise a site known to be underlain by shallow
and variable groundwater. Subrnissions refer to observed groundwater ingress at depths of approximately 1-2.3
metres below ground level, including during dryer summer months, indicating the likelihood of groundwater
interaction during excavaticn, tlasting {if required) and foundation construction and borrow pit development.

Qbservations detailed queries that piling in karstified aguifers, turbine foundations and borrow pits could create
rapid pathways for pollutants to reach the underlying aquifer and connected streams with limited attenuation
due to low storage in karst. Observers note that the £IAR did not highlight disappearing streams ar springs on site,
and argue that connectivity to Lough Gur, public supplies and wetlands has been underestimated.

Observers guestion the feasibility of the borrow pits and fear that excavating in areas with shallow groundwater
could create altered groundwater pathways, dewatering or contamination risks. Submissions contend that trial
pitting done for the proposed development and community experience indicate that the site including some
borrow pit areas frequently exhibit ponding and surface expressions of groundwater. Submissions guery that
dewatering for foundations, borrow pits and grid trenches could depress groundwater levels over wider areas
and dry out groundwater dependant wetlands. One objector commented that “excavation, turbine foundations,
and borrow pits will disturb groundwater and overburden layers, and dewatering may be required... risk(ing]
aguifer contamination, risking safe domastic water suppiy.”

Residents argue that disturbance or redirecticn of groundwater flow could adversely affect water quality, field
drainage and connected surface waters, including the Morning Star River, and that the reliance on proxy data and
mitigation measures--rather than robust, site-specific hydregeoclogical investigation and madelling, fails to satisfy
the precautionary principle or demonstrate that groundwater resources and groundwater-dependent receptors
will be protected.

RESPONSE:

Groundwater conditions and potential effects of the Proposed Development have heen comprehensively
assessed in EIAR Chapter 9 (Water) and Appendix 9A (Water Framework Directive (WFD) Assessment). The
assessment was undertaken by gualified hydrogeological specialists and followed EPA, GSI and Tl guidance,
including development of a Conceptual Site Mode! (CSM} for groundwater—surface water interactions (EIAR
Section 9.1.3; Appendix 9A, Sections 2 and 4}.

Characterisation of groundwater conditions

The EIAR recognises that groundwater across the site is shallow, locally variable and influenced by soil, subsoil
and floodplain conditions {EIAR Sections 9.2.3-9.2.5). Site walkover surveys, desk-based review of GS! mapping,
vulnerability classification, and ground investigation data (Northwest Geotech, 2024) confirm that groundwater
levels may be encountered at relatively shallow depths in parts of the site, particularly in low-lying areas. This
condition is explicitly acknowledged in the assessment and informed the identification of potential construction-
phase risks (EIAR Section 9.4.1.1}.

The hydregeclogical setting is characterised predominantly as locally important aquifers with variable
vulnerability, rather than regionally important or strategic aquifers {(EIAR Figure 9-4; Section 9.2.5.3). No karst
features of significance were identified within the development footprint (EIAR Section 9.2.5.5).
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Excavation, blasting and borrow pits

Patential interactions between excavation, turbine foundations, borrow pits and groundwater were assessed in
EIAR Section 9.4.1. Based cn the site investigation, the EIAR anticipates only localised, temporary dewatering
during excavations where shailow groundwater is encountered during excavations, these effects will be localised,
temporary and manageable through standard construction practices {e.g. controlled dewatering, construction
stage treatment train). No long-term alteration of regional groundwater flow paths is predicted.

Borrow pits and turbine foundations will not require permanent dewatering. The size and scale of the proposed
foundations and borrow pits are negligible in the context of the wider aguifer. Post-construction reinstatement
will restore pre-existing drainage and infiltration characteristics (EIAR Sections 9.3.1.1 and 9.5.1).

Dewatering outflows will te treated as part of the surface-water drainage network, attenuated/settled, and
allowed to infiltrate to ground, ensuring the existing hydrogeological regime is maintained and groundwater levels
remain stable.

Groundwater—surface water connectivity

The EIAR and WFD Assessment explicitly recognise the hydraulic connectivity between groundwater and surface
waters, including the Morningstar River and its tributaries (EIAR Sections 9.2.6 and 9.4.1; Appendix 9A Sections 4
and 7). The watercourses within the main development area are gaining watercourses, receiving groundwater via
diffuse baseflow {with some contributing springs}, consistent with regional hydrogeology. Springs and baseflow
pathways have been fully characterised and assessed within the EIAR. Construction phase risks to groundwater -
surface water connectivity are highly localised and fully mitigated through measures already incorporated into
the EIAR and CEMP,

The E{AR Chapter 9 included consideration of the complex hydrogeclogical environment underlying and
facilitating Lough Gur. Though the main development is sufficiently distant and hydrogeclogically downstream
from Lough Gur, the E!AR acknowladges that the proposed grid connection is in close proximity to springs that
are likely discharging water from the lough Gur complex. Overall, the provision of the grid connection, including
directional drilling, will only require very shallow excavations in the existing road margin and will have an
imperceptible effect on the hydrogectogical regime governing the Lough Gur complex or general ground water
flow paths in the wider area.

At the main development site, both the construction and operational phase drainage network have been designed
to ensure that infiltration characteristics are maintained both in terms of guantity and quality. This is reflected in
the WFD Assessmant conclusions which describe how, with mitigation in place, the Proposed Develcpment will
not cause deterioration in groundwater chemical or quantitative status, nor adversely affect connected surface
waters (Appendix 9A, Sections 8 and 10).

Reliance on data and precautionary approach

The hydrogeological assessment is based on a combination cf site-specific walkover surveys, ground investigation
data, published OPW, GSi, OSI, and EPA datasets, and WD classification information. This approach 1s consistent
with EPA and GSI guidance and 1s standard practice for developments of this nature (EIAR Section 9.1.3).

In preparing the hydrology and hydrogeology assessment, the precautionary approach was implemented by
detiberately assessing reasonable warst-case scenarios, adopting conservative design avcidance measures, and
applying robust mitigation and monitoring to ensure that no significant effects could occur even under unlikely
adverse conditions. Chapter 9 of the EIAR evaluates scenarios such as extreme rainfall and coinciding pollutant
releases. Precaution is further demonstrated through the use of design measures that avoid pollutant pathways
altogether—such as bunded directional drilling compounds, isolated concrete works and controlied fuel storage
which prevent contaminants from entering surface or groundwater systems under any foreseeable
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circurnstances. High- frequency monitoring, ECoW supervision, daily inspection of silt controls, immediate
cessation procedures and emergency response plans provide additional layers of precaution to address
uncertainty during construction and operational phases The Water Framework Directive assessment explicitly
confirms that the project was evaluated in iine with the precautionary principle, stating that warst-case conditions
were applied in assessing potential impacts and that, with mitigation, no adverse effects on WFD abjectives or
protected areas are predicted.-case scenarios-avoidance measures-frequency monitoring, ECow supervision,
daily mspection of silt controls, immediate cessation procedures and emergency response plans provide
additional layers of precaution to address uncertainty during consiruction and operational phases. The Warer
Framework Directive assessment explicitly confirms that the project was evaluated -case conditions were applied
in assessing potential impacts and that, with mitigation, no adverse effects on WFC objectives or protected areas
are predicted

Residual impacts

The EIAR acknowledges that shallow groundwater conditions increase sensitivity during construction; however,
with the implementation of the prescribed mitigation measures, residual impacts on groundwater quality,
groundwater flow and groundwater-degendent receptors are assessed as not significant (EIAR Sections 9.7 and
9.8).

On the basis of EIAR Chapter 9 and Appendix 9A, the Proposed Development has been assessed in accordance
with EPA, GSI and WFD requirements. The assessment demonstrates that, with embedded design and mitigation
measures, groundwater resources, private wells, group water schemes and groundwater-dependent surface
waters, including the Morningstar River, will be protected, and no significant adverse hydrogeological effects are
predicted.

464 Water Supplies

Multiple observers note that houses in the area surrcunding the development lands use private weils or local
group schemes and state that wells are not mapped or adequately assessed in the £IAR. They guery both quality
and yield impacts from excavation, grid connection tranching and borrow pits.

Submissions raise specific risks to the Boherard Group Water Scheme {GWS), which supplies 37 homes in the
locality and refies on 3 groundwater source approximately 50 m deep. The Secretary of the scheme guestions the
potential impact of the development on local groundwater, asking: “What effect will the construction of these
turbines have on the water table in our locality? Will private wells and water schemes be affected, and if 50, who
will be responsible for making good any issues that may arise? Another objector similarly queries that
“construction of wind turbines ... will affect water guality through soil disturbance, run-off and poliution,” and
highlight that the Boherard Group Water Scheme well and pumphouse are located zlong the proposed turbine
delivery route, raising queries about infrastructure damage and respensibility for remediation. Another
submission noted that “the proposed berrow pit is situated on a floodpiain connected to the groundwater system
that supplies our private well,” emphasising the vulnerability of local water supplies to hydralogical disruption,
and

Particuiar queries have been raised regarding potential iImpacts on private welis, which are not mapped in the
EIAR and for which no baseline water quality testing, monitoring framework, or protection measures have been
pravided, contrary to EPA and Gealogical Survey of Ireland guidance. One objection states that she “has a private
well on [her] fand. The EIAR does not have well mapping included in their report.. Excavation for turbines
foundations and the 110 kV cable may alter groundwater, affecting wells and field drainage. Under EPA guidance,
baseling well testing, and protection measures are required before consent” Similarly, another objector
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highlights that “Chapter §: Hydrology doesn't assess orivate wells” and warns that altering groundwater flow
through construction works “may atfect wells and field drainage.”

RESPONSE:
Private wells, group water and public schemes

Private wells within a 2 km radius of the site were identified using GSI datasets (EIAR Chapter 9 Table 9-8; Figure
9-7). A systematic review of wells and abstractions was undertaken using GSI datasets and focal information. The
wells supplying the Boherard Group Water Scheme and other public and group water supplies were also assessed
as potentiat receptors [EIAR Sections 9.2.8 and 9.2.11). No direct works are proposed within source protection
areas and standard protection measuras, including exclusion zones, pollution prevention controls, and emergency
response procedures, will be implemented (EIAR Sections 9.5.1 and 9.5.2).

It 15 noted that the FIAR does not include baseline sampling of individual private wells; however, such sampling is
not a mandatory reguirement of £IAR guidance where no significant impact pathway 15 identified. The EIAR
provides for monitoring and adaptive management should unforeseen impacts arise (EIAR Section 9.8} Chapter
9 acknowledges that there would likely be unrecorded wells for rural dwellings and assesses potential impacts
accardingly. The WFD Assessment {Appendix 9A) builds on this by screening in the entire relevant groundwater
bodies and assessing whether the project could compromise quantitative or chemical status. It concludes, in Table
8-1, that with mitigation in place “no deterioration in WFD status is predicted” for groundwater. Specific
protection measures for wells and schemes include:

No abstraction of grouncwater for construction or operational phases of the development as all
construction water is imported and potable water at the substation is provided via storage/harvesting
and not via local supply.

A commitment in Chapter 9 and the SWMP that “no discharges to groundwater” will accur; all foul
water goes to sealed holding tanks and is tankered off-site by licensed contractors.

Construction Environmental Management Plan {CFMP) procedures to locate and protect private wells
and group schemes in agreement with Limerick City & County Council {LCCC), including buffer
distances and prehibition of refueiling or hazardous material storage in their vicinity,

In combinatian, these measures address the core guery; there s no intenticnal interaction with private
wells or group water schemes and the risk of inadvertent impact is controlled through mapping,
standoff distances and strict pollution prevention measures.-off distances and strict
pollution-prevention measures.

The assessment concludes that, given the scale of excavations, absence of long-term abstraction, and localised
nature of works, significant impacts on private well yields or quality are unlikely (EIAR Section 9.4.1.1}.

4.6.5 Regulatory Compliance

Local residents have raised explicit queries that the proposed development fails to demonstrate compliance with
the Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC), particulariy in light of the project’s potential to worsen flocding
and degrade water quality. One submission cautions that construction activities may exacerbate existing flooding,
stating that such impacts would be “contrary to the EU Fioods Directive {2007/60/EC} and the Water Framework
Directive (2000/60/EC),” thereby directly guestioning the project’s alignment with EU water protection
objectives. Similar queries are reflected in submissions from other local observers, who emphasise the need for
the project to demonstrate “full compliance with .. the Flood Directive {and] Water Framework Directives” before
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consent can be considered, underscoring residents” view that such compliance has not been adequately
evidenced within the EIAR. Together, these submissions indicate a shared guery among local residents that the
applicant has not shown how deterioration of water bodies will be avoided or how Water Framework Directive
objectives will be achieved in practice.

RESPONSE:
WFD Compliance

Compliance with WFD objectives has been explicitly assessed through a dedicated Water Framework Directive
Assessment (Appendix 9A), prepared by Enviroguide (2025) and is fully integrated into EIAR Chapter 9.

Appendix 9A was prepared in accordance with Directive 2000/60/EC, the European Communities (Water Policy)
Regulations 2003 (as amended) and WFE Common Implemantation Strategy guidance. The assessment followed
a precautionary approach tc determine whether the Proposed Development could result in deterioration of
surface water or groundwater status or compromise the achievement of WFD objectives. All relevant surface
water and groundwater bodies potentially affected by the development were identified and assessed, including
the Mcrningstar River, its tributaries, asscciated groundwater bodies and any relevant protected areas, using EPA
datasets and site-specific information.

Potential impacts arising during construction, operation and decommissioning were assessed against the relevant
WFD quality elements, including hydrological regime, sediment mobilisation, poliution risk and groundwater—
surface water connectivity. The assessment incorporated embedded mitigation and standard best-practice
construction and operational measures, as detailed in EIAR Chapter 9, including drainage controls, pollution
prevention measures and construction management procedures.

The WFD Assessment concludes that the Praposed Development will not cause deterioration in the status of any
surface water or groundwater body, nor will it prevent the achievement of WFD objectives. As no deterioration
or permanent modification of any waterbody is predicted, an Article 4{7) derogation is not required. This
conclusion is clearly set out in Appendix 9A and is supported by the impact assessments and mitigation measures
described in the EIAR.

Restdual risks following mitigation were assessed as low and not significant, with no residual effects an waterbody
status or potential. Monitoring and adaptive management measures are included to ensure ongoing compliance
throughout construction and operation. On this basis, the EIAR and Appendix 9A demonstrate, in & clear and
evidence-based manner, that the Proposed Development is fully compliant with the objectives and requirements
of the Water Framework Directive.

Floods Directive Compliance

A Site-specific Flood Risk Assessment (SSFRA) was completed for the proposed Baliinlee Wind Farm in accordance
with the Planning System and Flood Risk Management Guidelines for Planning Authorities (CoEHLG, 2009), as
described in EIAR Chapter 9 and Appendix 9B. The SSFRA was completed using the staged approach
recommended by the Guidelines, mcorporating Stage 1 Flood Risk Identification, Stage 2 Initial Flood Risk
Assessment, and a Stage 3 Oetailed Flood Risk Assessment [FRA) where required.

The SSFRA explicitly aligns with the requirements of the EU Floods Dirgctive 2007/60/£C, transposed into Irish law
through S.1. 122/2010 (as amended), which mandates the assessment and management of flood risks to reduce
adverse impacts to persons and property. The SSFRA also integrated relevant datasets from OPW mapping, the
OPW historic flocd database, and detailed site-specific hydraulic modefling.

The Sequential Approach was applied in accordance with the 2009 Guidelines to avoid, reduce, and where
necessary, mitigate flood risk. For areas where infrastructure such as turbine bases or access tracks intersect
Flood Zenes, a Justification Test was complsted. The SSFRA demonstrates that:
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the development supports national and regional renewable energy policy,
flood risks have been fully assessed and quantified, and

appropriate mitigation is incorporated to ensure that the development will not increase flood risk
elsewhere.

4.6.6 Risk of Cumulative Impact with Other Energy or Infrastructure Projects

A small number of submissions from local residents also raise gueries about water-related impacts anising from
cumulative effects with other wind farm and infrastructure developments in the region. For example, one objector
states that “if ali this concrete is allowed to be poured into fields near my lands, there will be a displacement of
water to neighbouring iands — including my own land, These are wetlands already. There needs to be an
assessment of cumulative impacts in the region, particularly as other energy/infrastructure developments are
praposed or planned nearby.”

Another submission states “In the absence of any invastigation on the cumulative impact on health directly or as
pathways to ill-health and the environmental impacts of this application in cembination with two wind farms
already propossd by the same applicant for the nearby Bruree and Coolcappa areas, | request that a full and
comprehensive cumuiative impact assessment should be reguired. This would cover cumulative effects on:
Biodiversity, Scils and Geolegy, Noise and Vibration, Infrasound, Water Environment, Air Quality and Climate,
Population and Human Health, Major Accidents and Disasters.”

RESPONSE:

A full cumulative impact assessment was undertaken 1n Section 8.4.3 Potential Cumuative Impacts of EIAR
Chapter 9. The EIAR identifies other relevant developments in the region, evaluates their hydrologicai connectivity
o the Ballintee site, and assesses the likely in-combination effects:

Garrane Wind Farm is the only proposed/permitted wind farm lccated within the same hydrological
catchment as Ballinlee. If construction phases were to overlap and if standard best-practice controls
were not implemented, there could theoretically be increased risk of cumulative sediment or
contaminant loading. However, the EIAR concludes that with standard mitigation in place, no significant
cumulative impacts are fikely.

Other regional developments (housing, solar farms, and minor infrastructure projects) were reviewed.
These lie at least 3.3 km from the site, Their cumulative contribution to water guality risk is assessed as
imperceptible to slight, primariy due to their scale, distance and dilution factors.

The assessment confirmed that hydrological pathways and catchment behaviour have been fully characterised.
Mitigation measures (e.g., surface-water management, silt control, good practice construction protocols) ensure
that there are no likely significant cumulative effects predicted with the proposed Development and in
conjunction with any other screened-in projects in any geographical area.

Pop ion | \ .iea?i'

Numercus objections queried population and human health through various factors such as noise, vibration and
shadow flicker. According to these submissions, these effects can lead to annoyance, loss of ability te enjoy ong’s
own home, anxiety, sleep disturbance, headaches and stress and mental health impacts,

RESPONSE
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A full assessmenit of the impacts on Human Health and Population is undartaken in Chapter 5 of the EIAR and are
addressed in detail within. Specific impacts regarding Noise, Vibration and Shadow Flicker Impact, with relevance
10 potential health impacts, are responded to in Section 4.5 and 4.8 in this response document.

4.8 Shadow Flicker

A number of submissions from the members of the public raise queries regarding potential shadow flicker effects
arising from the proposed development. The responses generally mention shadow flicker in relation to effects on
health and the praximity of the turbines to dwellings or other buildings such as schools and temperary
accommodation centres. Many of these general objections regarding shadow flicker were in relation to sleep
disturbance, annoyance, potential psychological and mental health impact, stress and reduced quality of life.
There are a number of abjections that specifically make reference to individuals that are neurodivergent and the
potentia! impact of shacow flicker on those individuals.

Several objections refer to the impact shadow flicker may have on horses and agricultural livestock in the vicinity
of the proposed development. Other objectors make reference to the proximity of the turbines to dwellings, and
make reference to breaching of guidelines, or that the guidelines used are out of date. The remaining cbjections
are in relation to what they deem as insufficient assessment and/or mitigation in relation to shadow flicker.

RESPONSE

Cueries regarcing Shadow Flicker have been comprehensively assessed in the Enviranmental Impact Assessment
Report (EIAR), with a detailed technical evaluation provided in Chapter 15 Shadow Flicker and consideration of
the human heaith effects in Chapter 5 Population and Human Health. Shadow flicker 1s a predictable and
quantifiable phenomenon, and its potential occurrences have been objectively assessed using the Windfarm
modelling software, which takes into analysis turbine dimensions, lacations, receptor distances and salar paths in
accordance with accepted methodologies. The assessment results are consistent with the existing 2006 Wind
Energy Development Guidelines, and consideration was also giver to the 2019 Draft Revised Wind Energy
Development Guidelines, Until the revised guidelines are published in final form, the Government has advisad
that the current 2006 guidelines remain in force. However, with mitigation measures employed in full, the criteria
in both documents can be achieved,

The assessment identified the theoretical maximum shadow flicker, as predicted by the WindFarm software, using
levels under highly conservative assumptions of constant sunshine. In Section 15.3.5 of Chapter 15, actual
sunshine data is applied, the analysis demcnstrates that the conditions necessary for shadow flicker are likely to
occur during approximately 29% of the theoretical maximum hours. On this basis, realistic shadow flicker levels
were derived and are presented in Table 15-2 of Chapter 15 the EIAR, The results show that, in the realistic
scenario without mitigation the flicker impact is weil below the 30 hours per year threshold value at most
locations, excluding 7 of the properties in the vicinity, while one would exceed the 30-minute threshold per day
With the implementation of the Shadow Flicker Control Module, as is standard for commercial windfarm
operations, turbines will be controlled in order to eliminate shadow flicker and the development wili be fully
compliant with the 2006 guidelines, and no residual effects of shadow flicker are expected.

Section 5.4.1.1 of Chapter 5 of the EIAR addressed the issue of property devaluation associated with wind energy
development. That section reviews the available evidence base and concludes that there is no substantiated basis
for widespread or systematic property value impacts arising from wind farm developments. The foilowing text
provides cross-referencing context and supptementary information where relevant. Further information
regarding this topic is in Section 4.4 of this response document. Issues related to impact on Human Health and
Population; these topics are addressed in Section 4.7 of this response document. Objections regarding Equine
and Agricultural Livestock are addressed in Section 4.5.6 of this response document, which highlights studies
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undertaken to assess impacts by windfarms on livastock showed there was a lack of such effects or that animals
quickly habituated to the disturbance, One of the studies of effects on horses discussed found that only 11 of the
424 horses living on farms surveyed, were reported by the owners to have displayed concern or gvoidance of
shadows on stable windows or on the ground along a trail. However, even these horses habituated quickly.

Assessment of the impact of shadow flicker was performed in ling with the Guidelines on the information to be
contained in Environmental Impact Assessment Reports (EPA, 2022) in assessing human health. There is no
requirement outiined in the legislation to assess impacts for specific population groups, in this case the
neurodivergent individuals that were the subject of the cbjections. With this in mind, the mitigation measures to
reduce shadow flicker through adherence in order to ensure that there are no residual effects associated with
shadow flicker include:

»  setback distances,
« installation of Shadow Flicker Control Modules on the turbines themselves,
modelling of the potential shadow impact during operation, and

+  ongoing monitoring and assessment.

+

Alarge proportion of the submissions received from members of the public relate to landscape and visuat gueries.
Many of the landscape and visual related issues are common across the submissions so it is considered more
useful to respond to the issues by theme or highlight distinctive submissions than repetitively in respect of each
submission. The commaon themes / distinctive issugs that will be addressed inciude;

1 Turbines too tall
2. Turbines too close to local residences
3. Industrialisation cf the scenic rural landscape

4. The turbines will intrude on views from sensitive amenity and heritage receptors

491 Objection regarding ‘Turbines too tall’
OBJECTION

The general objection to the proposed turbine height is that the turbines will dominate the skyling as well as the
rural landscape setting and will be overbearing in relation to nearby residents. The turbine height is often
compared to other familiar or iconic tall structures.

RESPONSE:

By way of response, it is important to ncte that comparison with other tall features is only relevant when their
setting is similar and their form / function comparabie. The groposed turbines will be visible within a brcad scale
rural landscape setting where they may be prominant in some instances, but due te the siender form and set back
distances from roads and residences, they do not appear overbearing or spatially dominant within views.

Although 160m turbines are natably larger than the first-generation turbines that were constructed in Ireland as
the wind energy industry emerged around two decades ago, the proposed turbines would only be classed as mid-
range in haight by today’s stardards. Several wind energy apglications have been submitted and granted in recent
years with turbinas at arin excess of 200m. These tend to be in broad peatland settings, but by the samerationale,
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the proposed 160m tall turbines do not appear over-scaled in their broad rural context. This is reffected in the
findings of the LvtA chapter (Chapter 12), which acknowledges several mid to high ranges effects, but none that
are deemed significant. Furthermore, the LVIA includes a Route Screening Analysis (RSA) that reinforces that
within relatively short distances (even less than 2km), it is considerably more likely that the proposed turbines wilt
be fully screened by intervening terrain and vegetation than openly visible.

4.9.2 Objection regarding Turbines too close to local residences’
OBIECTION

A number of the objections raise queries that the proposed turbines will be too close to local residences and will
be visually overbearing and detrimental to residential amenity.

RESPONSE

It should be noted that the proposed turbines comply with the 2019 Draft Revised Wind Energy Guidelines in
terms of residential setback as they are more than 4 X the turbine biade tip height (600m/640m} from nearest
turbines. This is a setback distance that has bean introduced, in part, to ensure that proposed turbines are not
overbearing and will not significantly effect residential visual amenity. Furthermore, whilst there are two localised
Substantial-moderate visuzl impacts assessed in the project LViA, the remaining viewpoint assessments are all
Moderate or lower. All of these visual effects are deemed to be not significant and, by implication, the scale of
turbines 1s nat considered to be excessive for this landscape and visual setting.

4.9.3 Objection regarding ‘Industrialisation of the rural (Golden Vale) iandscape’
OBJECTION:

Many of the 3" party submissions contend that the groposed wind farm will speil the natural beauty of the area
and contribute to the industrialisation of the rural landscape. Several also include reference to this area being
part of the broad and fertile ‘Golden Vale’ being the heart of Munsters’ dairying country.

RESPONSE:

By way of response, local residents will invariably and understandably extol the virtues of their local landscape,
however, it is important that the LVIA takes an cbjective stance and also considers the receiving landscape in the
rational and regicnal context in terms of distinctiveness, quality and value. Being part of ‘Golden Vale’ country
implies that the area is synonymous with fertile agriculture and rolling pastureland, but landscape values relate
more to productivity and sustaining of the rural economy rather than remote, scenic or natural character. The
project LVIA highlights that in accordance with the Limerick Development Plan 2022-2028, the receiving landscape
is a general rural one; LCA 01 - "Agricultural Lowlands’. This Landscape Character Area is not classified as being of
high value or sensitivity and has associated policies that seek to suppert the established rural econcmy rather
than provide a high degree of grotection to the landscape. By any measure, it is predominantly a productive and
modified landscape rather than a pristine and naturalistic one. Even the frequently referenced Balivhoura
Mountains are notably modified by agriculture, extensive commercial conifer plantations and wind energy
development.

In addition to the above, the Wind Energy Strategy for County Limerick identifies that the proposed development
falis within an area that is & ‘Preferred’ one for wind energy development, this being the most favourable
classification within the County. Furthermore, the nearest scenic designations {scenic route / view] is nearly Skm
away at Lough Gur and aside from another at Tory Hill (7km away], all other scenic designaticns are well beyond
10km away from the proposed turbines in the outer portions of the study area.
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As a mare general point, it is common for observers to claim that a proposed wind farm will contribute to the
urbanisation or industrialisation of the rural landscape, however, this has connotations that do not reflect the
reality of wind energy development in lreland. It is accepted that the proposed wind turbines and ancillary
ctructures will contribute to an increase in the scale, intensity and diversity of built development within the
raceiving rural landscape However, wind turbines have become synonymous with rurai, upland and cutover
peatland areas in Lreland over the past 25 years — not urban or industrial areas. They are structures that reguire
broad, exposed and often isclated settings to function effectively and tend not to be developed naar urban areas
due to issues associated with population density. Describing 2 structure as contributing to industrialisation of a
landscape invokes images of bulky monotone buidings and chimney stacks - whereas, wind turbines are
structures af the rural landscape with a direct connecticon to the elements.

4.9.4 Objection regarding ‘The turbines will intrude on views from sensitive amenity and
heritage receptors’

OBJECTION:

Whilst most 3™ party submissicns raise general queries in relation to effects on visual amenity, some are specific
about vieual intrusion on views of, or from, particular landscape features of scenic, heritage or recreational
amenily value. Landscape features commonly referenced include;

Lough Gur

Knockfierna

Ballyhoura Hills
RESPONSE:

Views from Lough Gur are comprehensively assessed in the project LVIA where they are represented by VP17,
VP18 and VP19 and these also represent the scenic route that surrounds the Lough Gur Heritage complex. VP17
s from the Grange Stone Circle and VP18 is from the Lough Gur Wedge Tomb and neither has the potential for
visibility of the Proposed Development. VP19 15 from the local road at the northern end of Lough Gur, which is
afforded partial views along the alignment of the Lough itself. The turbines are a considerable distance away from
here and read as a background feature that is discrete from the foreground setting Consequently, the overall
visual effect was deemed to be Not Significant even accounting for the sensitivity of the receptor.

Knockfierna is over 12km away to the west of the site and does not have any asscciated scenic route or view
designations. It is assessed in terms of potential landscape effects on the basis that it has its own Landscape
Character Area [LCA). The Knockfierna LCA is not considered suitable for wind energy development in its own
right, which implies it has some sensitivity to such development. However, the landscape impact assessment
concludes that beyond the Central Stucy Area (>5km from the Site) are some of the mare sensitive landscape
areas (such as Knockfierna), but the significance of landscape effect is not considered significant for such areas
because of separation distance reducing the magnitude of effect on their landscape character as well as the
degree of intervening screening that reduces intervisibility. In this regard, there is another forested hill
immediately east of Knockfierna which lies between Knockfierna and the proposed wind farm.

The Ballyhoura Hills begin to rise some 12km south of the proposed wind farm and afford some elevated views
towards the proposed wind farm. However, as noted above, the Ballyhoura range is characterised by agriculture,
extensive commarcial conifer plantations and wind energy development, which limits its landscape and visual
sensitivity to similar development garticularly within the distant agricultural plains to the north. Two
represantative viewpoints are used to assess visual effects from within the Ballyhoura landscape context within
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the project LVIA and these are; VP3 - L1511 at Kilfinane; and VP4 - RS12 at Ardpatrick. The visual effect from these
receptors is deemed to be ‘Slight” and ‘Slight-imperceptible’ respectively and is not significant.

4,95 Objection regarding ‘Cumulative visual impacts’
OBIECTION:

Severa! of the 3™ party submissions relate to concerns of cumulative visual impacts with other existing permitted
and in-planning wind energy development and specifically the developers’ own Garrane Wind Farm {in-planning)
some 10km to the southwest of the proposed wind farm.

RESPONSE:

Cumulative visual impacts are comprehensively assessed in the project LVIA using & cumulative Zene of
Theoretical Visibility {ZTV) map as well as inclusion of all cumulative wind farms within the wireframe images
contained in the photomontage set in accordance with relevant guidance and best practice. Given that all of the
existing and permitted developments are contained at distances of cver 16km in various directions from the
proposed development, cumulative impacts are unsurprisingly limited.

The in-planning Garrane Wind Farm was also included within the cumulative assessment and the overali
assessment of cumulative effect was classified as ‘Slight’. As highlighted in the assessment, there is a considerable
distance of nearly L0km between the two developments and the Route Screening Analysis (RSA) for the propesed
development indicates a high degree of screening within the surrounding rurai lowland landscape — a similar
landscape setting shared by Garrane Wind Farm. There will be combined views of both developments from some
elevated locations such as within the Ballyhoura range, but in such circumstances, they appear as widely
separated and discrete features.

4.9.6 Objection regarding ‘Photomontage Accuracy’
OBJECTION:

A couple of the 3' party submissions raise issue with the apparent accuracy of the photomontages used to
support the visual impact assessment.

RESPONSE:

The photomontages are prepared as ‘verifiable views’ that correlate with the highest level of accuracy within the
Landscape Institute guidelines refating to visual representation of development proposals. The process of
producing the photomoniages involves capturing high resolutior photography and an associated geo-location of
the camera position to within approximately 20cm of accuracy. The proposed turbines are modelled to their
precise dimensions and placed into a digital surface model where wireline images of the turbines and terrain are
produced using the same paramsters as the original camera shot/s. Photo-real renders are also produced and
these are matched to the wireling image and the base photography to generate highly accurate photomontages.

4.9.7 Objection regarding ‘Visual impacts at Cultural Heritage sites’
OBJECTION:

The Limerick City and County Council submission highlighted a number of cultural heritage and architectural
heritage receptors from which it was feit visual impact assessment should be undertaken (and additional
photomontages produced). Some of these included Architectural Conservation Areas (ACA) within surrounding
settlements.

5006 50 I iy 2026



MWwWP

RESPONSE:

By way of response, it is impartant to note that visual effects occur in relation to visual receptors and wvisual
receptors are pecple / groups of people experiencing views fram different locations and contexts that influence
their sensitivity to visual change {according to relevant guidance; GLVIA — 2013). It is very comman that statutory
badies and planning autherities request assessment of visual effects on a particular monument and this is only
relevant to LVIA when that monument attracts regular visitors — in which case it will be assessed by the LVIA
specialist in terms of the visual effects on those visitors and by the Cultural Heritage specialist in relation to effects
on the setting of the monument (both may use photomontages te inform their assassment]. if it is a monument
that is In private ownership and / or is not regularly visited by the public, only the Cultural Heritage assessment
of effects on its setting Is relevant. This is an imporiant distinction to make because It gnsures that neither the
LVIA specialist nor the Cultural Heritage specialist find themselves making non-expert judgements in relation to
the other’s field of expertise and also so that the planning authonty is fully aware of the relauve assessment
responsibiiities.

Photomontages were prepared and visual impact assessment undertaken from the identified settlements /
festures of Bruff, Lough Gur and Killmallock as part of the LVIA (Chapter 12 of the EIAR). This was a population
based assessment rather than one that specifically considered the intrinsic ACA merits of the built fabric or
archaeological setting. This is an appropriate approach for the LVIA as these setting-based factors are deait with
separately and from an expert perspective in the Cultural Heritage assessment (Chapter 14).

4.9.8 Visual and Landscape Effects Conclusion

The Landscape and Visual impact assessment contained in Chapter 12 of the EIAR was undertaken in accordance
with relevant guidance and hest practice for LiA and photomontage production for wind energy development in
freland. It was completed by an independent landscane consultancy firm with experience of preparing such
assessments for more than 200 Irish Wind Farms over the past 25 years.

The landscape and visual effects arising from the propased wind farm will be similar in scale and nature to many
ather commercial scale wind energy developments throughout the country including those that do not occur in
‘Preferred” areas for wind enargy development such as this one does, Despite the considerable number of third
party submissions, the submission themes are similar in nature to what would be expected for most commercial
wind energy developments proposed in settled rural areas.

it is accepted that the proposed development will have same mid to high range effects and reduce the visual and
rural amenities at a localised level, but not to the extent that it generates significant adverse effects. This is
reflectad in the findings of the project LVIA. In this regard, it is alsc worth noting that landscapes are dynamic and
will continue to evolve in response to the natural and cultural processes of the time. As noted by Judge Humphreys
in refation to the 2024 Coom Wind Farm judicial review {case no. ABP-315656-23):

“In order to oddress Climate Chonge, | would suggest that other elements of our environment and
the context within which the environment is perceived must afso change. This includes in particular
the visuai context of an area which cannot be expected to remain unchanged in perpetuity but
particularly within the cantext of a climate emergency”.
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4.10 Traffic & Transportation
OBSERVATION

The submissions raise queries about construction traffic and the suitability and safety of the local road netwark
for accommodating construction traffic associated with the Proposed Development. Residents express
apprehension that the narrow rural roads are not czpable of safely handling increased volumes of heavy vehicles.
They highlight that these roads are regularly used for walking, running and cycling, and fear that the introduction
of large construction traffic could significantly reduce safety for families, children and other vulnerable road users.

RESPONSE:

Chapter 16 of the EIAR, Material Assets: Traffic and Transportation, assesses the potential effects of construction
and aperational traffic on the surrounding road network in accordance with relevant legisiation, policy and
guidance. The assessment considers traffic associated with the Proposed Wind Farm Development, together with
the proposed turbine delivery route along national, regional and local roads serving the site.

The baseline assessment identifies the characteristics of the receiving road networl, including rural local roads of
varying carnageway width, xisting traffic volumes, junction arrangements and road geometry.

The construction phase has been assessed in detall, inciuding anticipated traffic volumes, vehicle types and
delivery routes, A comprehensive Traffic Management Plan [Appendix 16A) has been prepared as part of the EIAR.
This plan sets cut the measures that will be implemensed to manage construction traffic safely and to minimise
disruption. Tha Plan includes:

e Identification and assessment of turbine and abnormal load delivery routes;
e Scheduling of deliveries to avoid peak traffic periods where practicable;

» Temporary traffic management measures including signage, stop/go control and, where required,
temporary road or lane closures;

*  Advance notification procedures and community liaison arrangements;

¢ Coordination with the Local Authority, An Garda Siochana and emergency services in advance of
abnarmal load movements; and

* Road condition surveys prior to construction, ongoing monitoring during the works and reinstatement,
where required.

The Traffic Management Plan has been prepared at apglication stage and will be further refined prior to the
commencement of construction. The finalised Plan will be submitted to Limerick City and County Council for
agreement. All construction traffic will be managed in accordance with the approved measures

The Turbine Delivery Route Assessment, included within Appendix 2C of the E/AR, evaluates the suitability of the
selected haul route and identifies any temporary accommodation works or traffic control measures necessary to
facilitate safe delivery

Overall, the assessment concludes that, with the implementation of the proposed traffic management and
mitigation measures, construction traffic can be accommodated on the local road network without giving rise ta
significant adverse effects on read safety or network cperation.
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A number of submissions raise queries relating to cultural heritage. For clarity and conciseness, these matters are
addressed by reference to commaon themes and, where relevant, distinctive submissions, rather than responding
individually to each subrission.

Where issues raised have already been comprehensively assessed within the EIAR, the relevant section references
are provided in crder to avoid unnecessary repetition and to facilitate ease of access to the original assessment.

The principal themes and issues identified are as follows:
»  Proximity of the proposed grid connection to Lough Gur and the Grange Stone Circle

Adequacy of the archaeclogical assessment of the grid connection route, including potential impacts on
Sixmile Bridge

Effects on the wider cultural heritage of the Golden Vvale

4.11.1 Lough Gur and Grange Stone Circle

Submissions raise queries regarding the proximity of the proposed grid connection route to Lough Gur and the
Grange Stone Circle, including potential disturbance to archaeological resources and degradation of the visitor
and tourism experience. Reference is also made to Limerick Development Plan Objective ED 06, which supports
tourism basad on cultural and natural heritage.

Thase matters are assessed in EIAR Section 14.6.4, Chapter 14, which concludes that, with the proposed
mitigation measures, the development will not resutt in significant adverse effects on the archaeological or
cultural heritage significance of Lough Gur or the Grange Stone Circle

4.11.2 Assessment of the grid route Including Sixmile Bridge

Submissions express queries regarding the perceived lack of archaeclogical assessment along the proposed grid
connection route.

As outlined in EIAR Section 14.6, there are eight structures recorded in the National Inventary of Architectural
Heritage located along the proposad grid connection. Of these, anly one structure — Sixmile Bridge (Reg. No.
21902305} — has the potential to experience a physical impact during the trench excavation stage.

The potential impact on Sixmile Bridge is classified as significant. However, in response, horizontal directional
darilling {HOD) will be employed at this location to avoid direct physical impact, thereby fully mitigating the
patential effect.

4.11.3 Cultural Heritage of Golden Vale

Submissions raise queries regarding potential alteration of the landscape, impacts on tourism, and changes to the
character and setting of heritage assets within the Golden Vale.

These issues are addressed in detail in EIAR Sections 14.6 and 14.7, Chapter 14. The assessment concludes that,
while the development will result in fandscape change, it will not give rise to significant adverse effects on the
cultural or archaeological heritage value of the Golden Vale, nor will it undermine its tourism function, having
regard to the scale of the development and the proposed mitigation measures.
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4.11.4 Additional Archaeological Assessment & Mitigation Measures

A project archaeologist will be appointed prior to development. In accordance with the mitigation strategy set
out in Chapter 14, a programme of pre-development archaesological investigation will be undertaken, including
licensed geophysical survey and licensed test excavations along the proposed grid connection route and
associated works.

The treatment and interpretation of the archaeclogicat resource, including matters relating 1o archaeologicat
clustering, ritual landscapes and contextual relationships were assessed within the EIAR.

Mitigation measures will include as appropriate, horizontal directional drilling (HDD) to aveoid direct physical
impacts on sensitive heritage assets, licensed intra-riverine archaeological investigations and surveys, and
targeted archaeological monitoring during construction works in areas identified as archaeolcgically sensitive
based on the results of the licensed investigations and excavations

These measures will ensure that any potential archaeolegical impacts, including those within watercourses, are
fully identified, avoided where possible, and appropriately managed, in accordance with the assessment and
mitigation framework set out in the EIAR.

4.12 Air Quality

In relation to air quality, submissions raise queries that the volume of heavy goods vehicle traffic and the scale of
excavation associated with the Proposed Development will lead to “significant furmes and dust emissions”
affecting nearby homes, farms and commurity facilities. it is asserted that effective mitigation is “highly
improbable,” particularly during the construction and transportation phases,

Queries are expressed by residents living “within 50 m of the proposed route for construction vehicies” and within
proximity of turbines, who state that increased dust and fumes would “negatively affect our overall health and
wellbeing,” with particular emphasis on impacts to "young children’s deveioping respiratory systems.”
Submissions Iink air pollution from dust and fumes to the developmant or worsening of respiratory illnesses,
including "asthma,” “Chronic Obstructive Puimonary Disease (COPD),” and “pulmonary fibrosis

Adgitional queries relate to the proximity of sensitive receptors, including schools and childcare facilities. It is
stated that further increases in construction traffic on already busy roads would “lead to air pollution and
distractions for staff ana children,” and that dust deposition in school environments would direcily affect pupils
with asthma and cther respiratory vulnerabilities.

Submissions also describe borrow pits as operating “like quarries,” generating “dust plumes” and “fine
particulates,” and contend that the EIAR underestimates these effects and does not adequately assess impacts
on “children, elderly residents, or individuats with respiratory conditions,” despite guidance requiring
consideration of sensitive receptors and cumulative construction sources. Queries are raised that Chapter 10 (Air
Quality) sets out only “general assessments and mitigation for dust and emissions,” while the Population and
Human Health chapter simply references this assessment without providing “any specific analysis of preschool-
aged children’s heightened sensitivity” or the fact that children “spend prolonged periods outdoors.” It is stated
that childcare facilitres are "outdoors every single day” and that there is “no commitment to site-specific air guality
monitoring” at or near the preschool. Submissions assert that, in the absence of “clear, location-specific analysis
in the EIAR,” childcare providers cannot confirm that foreseeable risks from construction traffic and dust to
children and staff are fully understood or mitigated. Further concerns relate to the extent and duration of
construction traffic, including references to “80 to 160 HGV trips a day” over a period exceeding two years,
extensive trenching for grid connections, and large volumes of concrete haulage through towns and along focal
roads. It is asserted that these activities will result in “considerable dust and airborne debris,” prasenting a
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“genuine risk to public health,” particularly for vuinerable populations. Finally, submissions state that dust and air
quality impacts associated with construction traffic, excavation and haulage would cause sustained disruption to
dally life, local businesses and rural communities, with residents describing the prospect of “constant dust and
disturbance” and “sustained exposure” in the absence of clearly documented mitigation measures.

RESPONSE:

The potential for construction phase air quality impacts has been comprehensively assessed in Chapter 10 (Air
Quality) of the EIAR, with specific regard to dust generation from earthworks, borrow pit excavation, construction
traffic, track-out and exhaust emissions from plant and vehicles. The assessment considers the scale, duration
and spatial extent of construction activites and their effect on nearby sensitive receptors. The assessment
methodotogy is based on the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM)} Guidance on the Assessment of Dust
from Demolition and Construction (2024) and adopts conservative zones of influence.

Baseline air quality conditions were characterised using available regional and national air quality information,
The racewving environment is predominantly rural and is therefore expected to reflect typical rural background air
quality, consistent with EPA Air Quality Zone D, where pollutant concentraiions are well below the relevant
ambient air guality hmit values.

The air quality assessment has been undertaken using a health-pratective framework that considers the
population as a whole, including individuals who may he more sensitive to changes in air quality such as chilaren
and those with underlying health conditions. By applying conservative assessment criteria and ensuring
comgliance with statutory air quality standards at all sensitive receptors, the assessment is designed toinherently
protect all members of the community, including vulnerable individuals.

Having regard to the nature and scale of the Proposed Development, the use of existing data was considered
sufficient to infarm the assessment. In this context, site-specific air quality menitoring was not considered
necessary, noting that such monitoring 1s more commanly applied to developments with susta ned emissions to
air, such as industrizl or anaerabic digestion facilitias, rather than wind energy developments, On this basis, any
minor, short-term increases in emissions during construction are not expected to give rise to significant effects
on human health.

The EIAR demonstrates that construction-related dust and emissions, including those associated with borrow pits
and excavation activities, have been robustly assessed using accepted best-practice methodologies. Mitigation
measures to minimise dust generation and deposition are presented in Section 10.5 of EIAR Chater 10 {(Air
Quality}. In responsz to specific queries on dust suppression, this section confirms that water will be used as a
dust sugpressant where required e.g. a water bowser to spray access tracks and crane hardstanding areas during
any extended dry periods when fugitive dust emissions could potentially arise.

Measures to manage and conirol dust, emissions and air quality are also set out in EMP 8: Construction Dust,
Emissions and Air Quaiity Management, contained within the Construction and Environmental Management Plan
(CEMP) provided in Appendix 2A of the EiAR. The CEMP establishes a structured framework for site supervision,
environmental management and corrective action will be updated as necessary, and to reflect any conditions
mposed by An Coimisian Pleanala.

Construction traffic effects, including thase arising from HGV maovements, material deliveries and grid connection
warks, have been assessed in Chapter 16 (Traffic and Transportation} and are managed through the Construction
Traffic Management Flan (CTMP) provided in Appendix 16A of the EIAR. The CEMP and CTMP will operate
together to ensure that construction activities and associated traffic are coordinated and managed in a manner
that controls dust and emissions, maintains road cleanliness and minimises effects on nearby receptors.

Queries raised in submissions regarding dust, air quality, borrow pit activities, construction traffic and potential
effects on human health have been considered within the scope of the EIAR assessments and associated
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management plans. The EIAR demenstrates that these matters have been addressed through a comprehensive,
site-specific assessment informed by current best practice and regulatory guidance, with aporopriate
management and control measures identified and secured for implementation.

4.13 Climate

4.13.1 Sustainability

Submission raise queries regarding the sustainability and environmental impact of the proposed wind farm across
the full turbine lifecycle. It is asserted that the EIAR does not adequately address long-term sustainability in the
context of EU Circular Economy policy and the Waste Fremework Directive, and that the manufacture of turbines
requires “hundreds of tonnes of concrete and stee!” with a high associated carbon footprint. Submissions contend
that these construction-related emissions undermine the climate benefits of the development during the early
operational years.

Further queries are raised regarding the sourcing of turbine materials, including rare earth elements, and the
potential environmental risks associated with the use of lubricants, hydraulic oils, and resins during operation.
Submissions also focus on end-of-life management, stating that turbine blades are “not recyclable”, that
foundations may be left in situ permanently, and that the absence of a detailed decommissioning and recycling
plan constitutes a breach of EIA and waste legislation. It is additionally suggested that alternative renewable
energy approaches, such as solar PV or community-scale energy storage, may offer greater sustainability with
lower ecological impact.

RESPONSE:

The lifecycle sustainability of the proposed development has been assessed within the EIAR in accordance with
the requirements of the EIA Directive, EPA EIAR Guidelines, and relevant national and EU policy. Climate-related
lifecycle effects, including embodied carbon, operaticnal carbon savings, and decommissioning-phase emissions,
are addressed primarily within Chapter 11 (Climate), with supporting information in Chapter 2 (Description of the
Proposed Development).

The EIAR explicitly recognises that the manufacture and construction of wing turbines involves the use of
concrete, steel anc other materials with associated embodied carbon. These impacts are quantified using
recognised assessment methodologies, as set out in Chapter 11, Sections 11.2.1.1 and 11.2.1.2. Construction-
phase greenhouse gas emissians and embodied carbon are assessed in Chapter 11, Section 11.4.1, with the results
presented in Table 11-10. These emissions are evaluated against the projected carbon savings from renewable
efectricity generation over the cperational {ifetime of the development in Chapter 11, Section 11.4.2.1. The
assessmeant demanstrates that while there is an initial carbon cost associated with construction, this is offset
within the early years of operation, after which the development delivers a substantial net reduction in
greenhouse gas emissians relative to fossil fuel-based electricity generation. The EIAR does not claim immediate
carbon neutrality but transparently identifies the carbon payback period and long-term net benefit.

With regard to materials sourcing, including rare earth elements, the EIAR assesses the Proposed Development
atproject ievel, consistent with established EIA practice. The assessment of embodied energy and material use is
described tn Chapter 11, Section 11.2.1.2, with quantities of construction materials detailed in Chapter 2. Global
mining practices fall outside the scope of the EIAR and are beyond the control of the Proposed Development,
however, turbine procurement will comply with apglicable EU standards and supply chain requirements.
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Queriss regarding the use of lubricants, hydraulic oils, and resins during operation are addressed within the ZIAR.
Operational activities and associated risks are considered in Chapter 11, Sections 11.4.2 and 11.4.4.2. The
operational phase is characterised by infrequent maintenance activities, with turbines designed as sealed
systems. Standard mitigation measures, including controlled handling procedures, spill prevention and response
measures, and appropriate storage and disposal of waste materials, are provided for. With these measures in
place, the EIAR concludes that there is no likelihood of significant effects during the operational phase.

End-of-life considerations are addressed within the EIAR at a level of detail appropriate to the planning stage.
Decommissioning impacts are assessed in Chapter 11, Section 11.4.3, with mitigation measures outlined in
Section 11.4.4.3. The EIAR recognises that a significant proportion of turbine components, including steel and
copper, are recyclable and are expected to be recovered atend of life in accordance with regulatory requirements
and prevailing practice at that time. While composite blade materials have historically presented recycling
challenges, the EIAR notes that reuse and recycling technologies are evolving and are expected to continue to
develop over the lifetime of the project

The EIAR does not assume that turbine foundations will necessarily be leftin situ permanently. Decommissioning
measures will be determined with regard to environmental protection, land stability, and future land use, and in
accordance with the requirements of the planning authority at the time of decommissioning. The absence of a
fully detailed decommissicning method statement at this stage is consistent with EfA guidance and does not
constitute a breach of the EIA Directive or waste legislation.

The consideration of alternatives 15 addressed within Chapter 3 (Conaideration of Alternatives) of the EIAR in
accordance with the EiA Directive. The Proposed Development is cognisant cf site-specific characteristics,
available wind resource, grid connectivity, and national and regional renewable energy policy

Overall, the EIAR demonstrates that the proposed development has been assessed on a lifecycle basis, with
embodied emissions, operational effects and decommissioning considerations evaluated and mitigated. Subject
to the measures identified, the EIAR concludes that the Proposed Development will deliver significant long-term
chimate benefits with no significant residual environmental effects.

4.13.2 Carbon Footprint

Further submissions raise queries regarding the adequacy of the climate assessment and the transparency of the
project’s carbon footprint. It is asserted that, “in the absence of a transparent construction emissions inventory,
a justification for the chosen grid route in carbon terms, and mitigation for high-embodied-carson materials, the
climate chapter shouid be considered incomplete and Further Information should be sought.” Queries are
expressed that significant carbon emissions will arise from the manufacture, transport and instaliation of turbines
and associated infrastructure, with submissions noting that equipment is “being transferred over 1,000's of miles”
and that the use of concrete, described as “not carbon free,” will increase cverall carbon emissions during
construction.

Further submissions question the broader envirenmental footprint of the development, including “the impact of
construction, the resources needed for ongoing maintenance, and the challenges involved in safely disposing of
[turbines] at the end of their lifespan.” It is contended that no clear measure of the project’s overall carbon
footprint has been pravided and that the emissions associated with construction and materials could “far
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outweigh the net CO, reducticns overal
RESPONSE:

Greenhouse gas emissions associated with the construction phase of the Proposed Development have been
assessed in Chapter 11 {Climate) of the EIAR, with specific consideration given to embodied carbon arising from
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materials, transport, land use change and construction activities. The assessment identifies that the principal
source of construction-phase emissions relates to embodied carbon in construction materials and associated site
actwities, including turbine foundations, site tracks, grid connection works and ancillary infrastructure. Detailed
project-specific guantities of materials, including granular fill, steel reinforcement, precast concrete elements and
in-situ concrete, have been used to inform the assessment, together with representative transport distances for
material supply. This approach provides a transparent and auditable construction emissions inventary that is
proportionate to the stage of project design and consistent with EPA EIAR Guidelines and accepted best practice

Emissions associated with vegetation clearance, including the loss of approximately 14.4 ha of forestry and 1,578
m of hedgerow, have been included within the construction-phase carbon calculations, alangside emissions
arising from excavation, plant use and construction worker travel. End-of-life decommissioning emissions are aiso
accounted for within the embodied carbon assessment, ensuring that the lifecycle assessment is not limited solely
to the construction or operational phases.

The total construction-phase embodied emissions are estimated at 21,413.9 tonnes CO; equivalent. When
annualised over the operational lifespan of the wind farm, this equates to approximately 611.8 tonnes CO»
equivalent per annum. In this context, annualised construction emissions represent approximately 0.0003 percent
of ireland’s 2030 greenhouse gas emission target and approximately 0.003 percent of the reievant industrial
sector carbon budget.

With respect to the grid connection, the selected route is described in Chapter 2 (Description of the Proposed
Development), with associated construciton emissions included within the overall construction-phase carbon
assessment in Chapter 11 (Climate). The EIAR does not undertake a comparative carbon appraisal of alternative
grid routes, as the route selection was infarmed by technical feasibility, avoidance of environmental constraints,
minimisation cf land take and disturbance, and deliverability within the existing grid infrastructure. In accordance
with EIA guidance, the climate assessment appropriately quantifies the emissions associated with the chosen
route rather than undertaking a hypothetical comparison of alternatives that are not reasonably available or
environmentally preferable.

Mitigation in relation to construction-phase emissions and high-embedied-carbon materials is addressed within
Chapter 11 (Climate). These measures include optimisation of material quantities through detailed design, reuse
of excavated materials on site, sourcing of materials locally where practicable to reduce transport emissions,
efficient construction management and minimisation of waste generation. While materials such as concrete and
steel are inherently carbon intensive, their use is unavoidable for structural integrity and safety, and the EIAR
addresses this through lifecycle assessment rather than prescriptive material substitution, which would not ke
appropriate or feasible at the EIAR stage.

To assess the balance between lifecycle carbon losses and operational carbon savings, & project-specific carbon
balance assessment was undertaken using the Scottish Government carbon calculator. In the absence of an Irish
equivalent, it is considerad appropriate to apply this tool to the Proposed Development. The calculations identify
approximately 86,046 tonnes of CO, equivalent losses over the 35-yvear lifespan of the 4.5 MW turbines.

Once operational, the wind farm will generate renewable electricity that displaces electricity otherwise produced
from fossil fuel sources. Using a conservative grid-mix emission factor, the assessment identifies a carbon payback
period of approximately one year. Cver the remaining operational lifetime, the Proposed Development is
estimated to offset approximately 87,956 tonnes of CO, per annum, equating to a total saving of approximately
3.1 million tonnes of CG,. Direct operational emissions are negligible, being limited to infrequent maintenance
venicle mavements.

On this basis, while the Proposed Development gives rise to an identifiable embodied carbon cost during
construction, the EIAR demonstrates that these emissions are rapidly offset and that the development delivers
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substantial net greenhouse gas emission reductions over its operational lifetime. The climate assessment is
therefore considered complete, proportionate, and sufficient to inform decision-making, and there is no basis to
conclude that Further Information is required in this regard.

4.13.3 Climate Action Plan and Coolglass WF decision

A number of observers, in third-party submissions to An Coimisiin Pleanata, raised queries that the proposed
development fails to adeguately comply with the Limerick Development Plan and that undue reliance has been
placed on national climate policy to justify departures from local planning provisions. In this context, reference
was made to the High Court decision in Coolglass Wind Farm Ltd v An Bord Pleandla [2025] {EHC 1, which was
cited as authority for the principle that cimate action objectives, while carrying statutory weight, do not displace
the requirement for proper planning, environmental protection, or respect for residential amenity

Several submissions referred to the statutory duty under section 15(1) of the Climate Action and Low Carbon
Development Act 2015 (as amended), noting judicial clarification that this constitutes a “comply with” obligation
insofar as practicable. However, observers emphasised that the High Court' in Coolglass confirmed that such
climate obligations must be balanced against, and cannot override, environmental law, human rights
considerations, or the binding provisions of development plans. in particular, it was caontended that the Coolglass
judgmaent reaffirmed the necessity for decision-makers to adhere tolocal development plan policies and to ensure
that procedural requirements and residents’ rights are fully respected, even where developments are advanced
in support of national climate objectives.

RESPONSE:

In response, it is noted that the abservers’ reliance on Coolgloss Wind Farm Ltd v An Bord Pleanala [2025] IEHC 1
15 misconceived and does not accurately reflect either the procedural history of that case or the findings of the
High Court. In Coolglass, planning permission was refused by An Coimisiun Pleanala, and it was the apphcant who
successfully challenged that refusal by way of judicial review

The High Court quashed the decision of An Coimisilin Pleandla cn the basis that it failed to properly discharge its
statutory obligation under section 15(1) of the Climate Action and Low Carbon Development Act 2015 (as
amended). The Court confirmed that this provision imposes a substantive duty on public bodies to comgly with
national climate action plans and targets insofar as practicabie, and that this okligation is not satisfied by mere
reference to, or preference for, County Development Plan policies where those paolicies would frustrate the
achievermnent of binding national climate objectives.

Accordingly, the Coolgiass judgment does not suppert the contention advanced by observers that An Commisiin
Pleandla must prioritise County Development Plan provisions aver national climate policy, nor that climate
objectives cannot justify departure from local planning policies. On the contrary, the High Court made clear that
a failure to properly engage with, and give effect to, national climate action plans may render a planning decision
unlawful, even where reliance is placed on development plan provisions.

The circumstances in Coolglass therefore underming, rather than support, the objections raised. The judgment
confirms that An Coimisitin Pleanalz is required to actively apply national ciimate obligations in its decision-
making, and that an undue or unreasonad reliance on County Development Plan policies, without proper
consideration of climate action targets, is inconsistent with its statutory mandate.

Note: Coolglass Wind Farm Limited v An Coimieiun Pleanala {2026) Supreme Court decision occurred after the submissions
receved by ACP for Ballinlee Wind Farm.
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An Coimisiin Pleanila (ACP) appealed the High Court’s decision to the Supreme Court and ruled to uphold the
High Court’s decision on the 04/02/2026 and quash ACP’s appeal. However, the Supreme Court clarified the scope
of Section 15 of the Climate Action and Low Carbon Development Act 2015 (as amended). While planning
autharities are legally obliged to perform their functions in a manner consistent, insofar as practicable, with
national climate objectives, this obligation does not create an automatic requiremant to depart from the
provisions of a development plan. The Supreme Court emphasised that climate otligations must be meaningfully
and substantively considered within the statutory planning framework, and that a range of outcomes may be
open to a decision-maker depending on the facts of the case.

4.14 Land and Soils

4.14.1 Soll Stability and Ground Cenditions

Submissions state that wind turbine foundations require “extensive excavation, concrete installation, and heavy
construction traffic” and guery that such works present risks to “soil stabiity, groundwater systems, and local
watercourses,” particularly in rural areas reliant on agricultural land use. It is asserted that the potential for
contamination or long-term hydrological disruption should not te overlocked.

It is further stated that parts of the site and surrounding lands comprise “soft, marshy bogland,” and that the
intreduction of heavy construction machinery, turbine foundations and access roadworks would have
“catastrophic consequences for the stability of the land.” Reference is made to existing signs of subsidence,
including sections of local roads having reguired resurfacing on muttiple occasions, and queries are expressed
that additionai loading could wersen ground instability, affecting “property boundaries, drainage, and the
structural integrity of nearby homes.”

Submissions also note that EIAR Chapter 8 acknowledges the presence of peat and soft soils within parts of the
site, and assert that turbine bases, access tracks and borrow pits increase the risk of “pest instability,” “slope
fatlure,” and “drainage alteration.” It is claimed that the EIAR does not pravide sufficient “worst-case scenario
modelling” or justification to demonstrate that these risks can be managed safely.

Additional queries descrive the site as comprising “waterlogged soils and established hydrological pathways,”
with “recurring locatised flooding,” underlain by glacial till deposits consisting of 3 variable mix of clay, silt, sand,
gravel, cobbles and boulders. It is asserted that these conditions create a “highly sensitive environment” where
large-scale ground disturbance carries a significant risk of instability.

Finally, submissicns query that the scale of the proposed turbines, with heights of up to 160 metres, combined
with construction on “unstable watertogged soils,” could increase the risk of landstip or sediment run-off,
particularly where previous instances of infrastructure instability in the wider area are cited.

RESPONSE:

Matters relating specifically to groundwater and hydrology are addressed in Section 4.6 of this report. The
response below addresses the issues insofar as they relate to land, scils and ground conditions, as assessed in
EIAR Chapter 8 [Land and Soils).

The EIAR identifies that the Proposed Development site is underlain predominantly by mineral soils derived from
iimestone tifl, with localised occurrences of peat, peaty soils and soft ground in discrete areas. These conditions
are typical of the wider agricultural landscape and were characterised through a combination of desk-based
review and site-specific ground investigations, including trial pits. The soils are typical of intensively farmed
lowland areas of the Golden Vale. These soils are structurally stable under controlied construction conditians and
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are not comparable to upiand blanket peat or deep organic soils associated with historic peat slide events cited
in submissions.

& desktop study of the site was undertaken, including a review of LIDAR and OS! contour data and identification
of surface water features, all of which can influence slope stability, During site visits, no areas were identified as
being prone to stability risk. Baseline land and sail conditians are gescribed in detail in Sections 8.3.1 to 8.3.16,
infarmed by a combination of desk-based assessment, site walkovers and targeted geotechnical investigation,

The design of turbine foundations, access tracks and associated infrastructure has taken account of these ground
conditions. Each turbine base will be constructed on suitable bearing stratum using a spread foundation, which is
wide and shallow Access tracks have been routed and designed to minimise excavation and will comprise a
combination of founded, fioated and upgraded designs, as appropriate to local ground conditions.

Barrow pils are proposed as temporary, controlled sources of construction materia and are not intended to
operate as deep or permanent guarries A 30% contingency factor was applied based on the desktop study of the
geology and tral pits at the locations of the borrow pits. Excavation depths will be limited, staged and managad
to avoid instability of surrounding seils.

The EIAR acknowledges the limited presence of peat and soft sails in parts of the site and includes mitigation
measures to manage these areas, including careful excavation, segregation and reinstaiement of soils, controlied
drainage and avoidance of steep slopes or unstable ground. Given the generally shallow and localised nature of
peat identified, the potential for peat instabiiity or slope failure is considered low.

Excavations for the borrow pits and turbine hardstands represant the largest scale excavations within the site.
These works will be undertaken in accordance with an approved temporary works design to ensure excavation
stability at all times. Excavations will be formed with safe side slope angles or supported where necessary, with
perimeter and internal drainage measures installed to manage surface water and groundwater ingress.

As outiined in Section 8.5.1.2.3 (Slope Stability), the Contractor’s method statements for each element of work
wili be reviewed and approved by the engineer prior to site operaticns. A competent project geatechnical
engineer or engineering geologist will be employed during the construction phase. As part of detailed design,
patential planes of weakness within the overburden will be identified, including variations in material type and
hedrock foliztion, Earthworks will be constructed to safe, stable angles in accordance with detailec design and
best practice. Plant and materials will be stored only in approved locations and will not be positioned or trafficked
in a manner that would surcharge existing or newly formed slopes.

Construction traffic and plant movemani have also been considered in the context of ground conditions and
existing infrastructure. Where works interface with local roads or soft ground, appropriate construction contrals,
ternporary strengthening and reinstatement will be implemented to prevent deterioration of soil structure or
ground stability.

Trom a land and soils perspective, with the iImplementation of the proposed mitigaticn measures, the likelihood
of significant adverse effects on soil stabifity, ground structure or land use Is low.

4.14.2 Road Subsidence

Submissions state that sections of the R516 “are subject to sinking” and that the road level “becomes uneven very
quickly dug to subsidence,” with maintenance works required at regular intervals. Queries are expressed that
increased traffic during the construction and maintenance phases of the proposed development would have a
negative effect on this “already vulnerable stretch of road.”

RESPONSE:
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The submissions highlights that the road is underlain by soft ground in places, which contributes to periodic
settlement and maintenance requirements. The potential for construction traffic to interact with these ground
conditions has been recognised. A pre-construction bridge and read survey will be carried out on the haut routes
on the R516, which will be monitored on a regular basis and any damage rectified promptly. Once construction
has been completed a post construction road and bridge survey will be carried out. Any sections identified as
damaged after the preconsiruction survey will be reinstated. These measures are intended to prevent
deterioration of subgrade soils and ensure that the existing condition of the road is not adversely affected by the
Proposed Development.

4.14.3 Peat

Submissions raise queries regarding the presence, extent and management of peat and soils within the Proposed
Development site and question whether the EIAR pravides sufficient detail to demaonstrate that peat disturbance
and soil excavation will be managed in accordance with best practice, It is asserted that turbine foundations,
access tracks and associated infrastructure may be located in areas underlain by peat soils, with potential
implications for soil stability, drainage and downstream environments.

Queries are expressed that the EIAR does not set out adequate detail on the reuse, recovery or disposal of
excavated soils, foundation materials and peat arising during construction, and that this is inconsistent with
circular economy objectives and construction phase waste management. requirements. Submissions also raise
uncertainty regarding the identification, handling and disposal of potentially contaminated soits in compliance
with naticnal and EU environmental legislation.

Specific issues are raised in relation to peat assessment and management. While the EIAR acknowledges the
presence of localised peat deposits with recorded depths cf up to approximately 0.8 m, it is contended that no
standalone Peat and Spoil Management Plan has been submitted and that the axtent of peat probing across
turbine locations, access tracks, borrow pits and other infrastructure is insufficiantly documented. Submissions
further question the reliance on desk-based peat mapping where site investigations identified local peat remnants
and raise querles regarding the adequacy and transparency of peat volume and carbon calcutations, as well as
the potential for deaper or unmapped peat beyond the investigated locations.

RESPONSE:

Chapter & Land and Soils in the EIAR identifies that the dominant soil types across the proposed development are
mineral soils derived from limestone till, with localised occurrences of peat and peaty soils recorded in discrete
locations. These findings are based on a combination of desk-based mapging and site-specific ground
investigations, including trial pits excavated across the site. Site investigations confirmed that peat is present only
in small, isalated areas with average depths of less than 0.5 m and that peat risk ranking across the site is zero.
On this basis, the chapter concludes that there is no risk of soil instability, peat failure or landslide assccizted with
the Proposed Development.

With regard te the use of published mapping, the EIAR acknowledges that regional soils and peat datasess are
indicative in nature and may not capture small-scale or discontinuous peat deposits. For this reason, site-specific
ground investigation data was also used to inform the assessment of baseline conditions and design
considerations. The presence of localised peat encountered during ground investigations does not indicate
extensive peat coverage across the site and is not inconsistent with the absence of mapped peat at regional scale.

The EIAR sets out measures for the management of excavated soils and peat, including the segregation, storage
and reuse of topsoil, subsoil and peat where practicable. A Resource and Waste Management Plan {Appendix 2B}
has been developed to guide the appointed contractor in managing any waste or unsuitahle material in
compliance with current legislation, guidance and industry standards. While a standalone Peat and Spail
Management Plan is not included as a separate document, the principles of peat management are embedded
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within the land and sails assessment and associated mitigation measures. These measures provide for careful
handling, short-term storage and reinstatement of peatin areas of disturbance, with the objective of maintaining
soif structure and minimising carbon loss,

The extent of ground investigation undertaken was considered sufficient to characterise the site frem aland and
soils perspective, Trial pits were targeted at key infrastructure locations, including turbine bases, accaess tracks
and borrow pit areas, and provided an appropriate understanding of soil stratigraphy and ground conditions for
the purposes of environmental assessment. The EIAR does not rely on assumptions of extensive peat presence
and does not propose excavation within deep peat deposits. Given the shallow and ciscontinuous peat deposits
encountered, the potential for significant peat-related carbon release is considered low

Potential risks associated with contaminated soils are also addressed in the E{AR. The CEMP {EIAR Volume i,
Appendix 2A) includes site management controls to mitigate for contamination/pollution. The Resource and
Waste Management Plan also confirms there is no evidence of historical land uses that woulg give rise to
contarminated land within the site. Notwithstanding this, standard construction environmental controls will apply,
including procedures for the identification, segregation and appropriate management of any unexpected
contaminated material encountered during construction.

4.14.4 Borrow Pits and Material Suitability

Local residents have raised detailed queries regarding the potential effects of the proposed borrow pits on land
and sails, questioning whether the EIAR adequately characterises baseline ground conditions or assesses the
consequencas of large-scale excavation for soil stability Submissions from residents living in proximity to the
praposed borrow pits emphasise that parts of the area already expenence localised flooding, and query that
extensive excavation and ground disturbance could compact soils, disrupt natural drainage pathways and increase
flood risk for nearby properties.

Queries are also raised regarding the scale of the proposed borrow pits and the extent of soil and rock removal.
Reference is made to the EIAR description of borrow pits with a combined area of approximately 60,700 m? and
minimum excavation depths exceeding 3m, resulting in substantial volumes of excavated material. Residents
question whether the implications of such extensive ground disturbance for soil structure, permeability and
erosion potential have been fully assessed, particularly in low-lying areas with known drainage sensitivity.

£urther submissions highlight perceived inconsistencies between arawings and EIAR text in relation to tne location
and extent of the borrow pits. It is suggested that these inconsistencies make it difficult to clearly understand the
relationship belween propased excavation areas and surrounding lands and raise queries a5 to whether the true
extent of gotential soil disturbance and drainage alteration has been accurately captured within the assessment.

lssues are also raised in relation to the sbsence of a Borrow Pit Management Plan and the limited detail provided
regarding excavation methods and soil handling procedures. Residents express gueries that, without clearly
definad method statements, it is difficult to understand how soil erosien, compaction and sediment mobilisation
will be avoided during construction, or how disturbed land will be reinstated in a manner that restores pre-existing
scil function.

in addition, submissions refer to potential effects on subsurface conditions arising from deep excavation and
ground compaction. Queries are expressed that alterations to ground structure could affect local groundwater
levels and drainage behavicur. Residents question whether the EIAR has adequately demonstrated that land and
soil impacts associated with borrow pit excavation will be corfined, reversible and compatikle with existing
ground conditions.
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Taken together, these submissions indicate shared queries among local residents that the EIAR does not provige
sufficient clarity or assurance regarding the land and sail implications of borrow pit excavation. In particular,
residents question whether the potential effects on soil stability, drainage function and flood susceptibility have
been fully identified and assessed, and whether appropriate mitigation and restoration measures have been
defined at a tevel that zllows the likely land and scil impacts of the Froposed Davelopment tc be properly
understood prior to any grant of consent.

RESPONSE:

In response to the queries raised, it is noted that the potential effects of the proposed borrow pits and associated
ground disturbance on land and soils have been comprehensively assessed within Chapter 8 Land and Soils of the
EIAR, in accordance with EPA guidance and the Institute of Geologists of Ireland guidelines.

Baseline land and scil conditions are described in detail in Sections 8.3.1 to 8.3.16, informed by a cembination of
desk-based assessment, site walkovers and targeted gectechnical investigation. The site is characterised
predominantly by minerai soils derived from limestone tili, with localised areas of poorly drained mineral soils and
very limited pockets of shallow peat.

The sensitivity of land and soils receptors 15 evaluated in Section 8.3.15 using established NRA criteria. The
majority of the site is classified as having Tow to medium sensitivity, reflecting the absence of designated
geological features, the dominance of mineral soils and the limited extent of peat. No geological hazards, including
karst features or faulting, are identified within the site.

The extent of borrow pit excavation is addressed in Section 8.3.10. Two on-site borrow pits are proposed, with a
combined area of approximately 50,700 m?. Site investigations confirmed shallow overburden depths overlying
competent rock strata. The excavation methodclogy provides for the careful stripping, segregation and temporary
storage of topsoil and subsoil in designated deposition areas, with material reuse forming a central element of
the construction strategy. Post-construction, the borrow pits will be backfilled with excess site-won materiai,
capped with stored soils and reinstated to agricultural use, ensunng no permanent loss of soil resource.

The EIAR does not assume that all excavated material will be suitable for reuse without verification. The suitability
of excavated soils and rock will be confirmed during construction, with material reused on site where appropriate
and any unsuiiable or contaminated material removed tc appropriately licensed facilities in accordance with
statutory requirements. The proposed borrow pits are not intended to operate as permanent quarries and will
be used solely to supply site-won material for the construction of the Proposed Development.

Borrow pit excavation and turbine hardstand construction represent the largest scale excavations within the site.
These works will be undertaken in accordance with an approved temporary works design to ensure excavation
stability at all times. Excavations will be formed with safe side slope angies or supported where necessary, with
perimeter and internal drainage measures instelled to manage surface water and groundwater ingress. Sediment
control measures will be incorporated within the drainage systam to prevent soil erosion and off-site sediment
mobilisation.

The handling, storage and reinstatement of excavated material is further addrassed in Section 8.3.11 and Section
8.5.1.2 Excavated soils will be deposited in engineered deposition areas designed to prevent erosion, with
materials placed in controlled layers and protected by silt fencing and drainage controls. Progressive
reinstatement and revegetation will restore soil structure and function following construction.

Queries regarding subsurface conditions and groundwater interactions are addressed through the detailed
geotechnical investigations described in Sections 8.3.13 and 8.3.16. Groundwater was encountered only as minor
seepage in a limited number of trial pits, and groundwater levels are noted to be shaliow and variable across the
site, reflecting typical fowland agricultural conditions. The EIAR concludes that borrow pit excavation and
associated construction works will not resutt in significant or permanent changes to subsurface conditions, soil
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permeability or groundwater behaviour. Further detail relating specificaily to groundwater and hydrology are
addressed in Section 4.6 of this report.

A Construction Envirenmental Management Plan has been prepared and sets out the fundamental work practices,
construction management procedures, roles and responsibilities, mitigation measures and monitoring proposals
that must be adhered to during construction. A Resocurce and Waste Management Plan has alsc been developed
to guide the appointed contractor in managing construction waste in compliance with current legisfation,
guidance and industry standards. These documents are live and will be updated as additional information
pecomes available during the detailed design and construction phases. Section 4.10 of Chapter 3 (Civil
Engineening) confirms that a 30% centingency factor has been applied to borrow pit volumes, infarmed by the
desktog geological assessment and trial pit investigations undertaken at the proposed berrow pit locations

The EIAR therefore demonstrates that the Jand and soil imglications of borrow pit excavation and associated
censtruction activities have been robustly assessed, that mitigation and reinstatement measures are clearly
defined, and that nc significant adverse effects on scil stability, drainage function or land quality are predicted.

8]

Limerick City and County Council (LCCC) raised gueries in relation to the informaticn contained in Chapter &
Biodiversity and Chapter 7 Ornithology and the Natura Impact Statement (NIS}. The below text responds to the
gueries raised and signposts the correct section in the chapter where the information is contained.

4.15.1 Bat Surveys

LCCC raised a query in relation to the timing of bat surveys that were undertaken for the proposed development.
Surveys were undertaken between 2023 and 2024, and as such a limited number of surveys were two years old
at the time of proposed development planning submission. Refer to EIAR Chapter 6, Section 6.2.7, Table 6-5 for
survey dates. The following surveys were less than two years old at the time of submission: Preliminary Roost
Assessment (PRA) surveys [February 2024), hibernation surveys {February 2024), autumn 2023 static bat detector
deployment and emergence/re-entry surveys completed in October 2023. The validity of hat survey data i1s based
on professional guidance and the bat data supplied to inform the assessment for the proposed develcpment is
comgliant with all relevant guidelines as follows:

s NatureScot Guidance (2024), pre-application surveys for species with restricted survey periods,
including bats, remain valid for two further survey periods. Surveys should only be repeated if the
application is delayed beyond the start of a third survey period, provided no significant habitat or land
use changes have occurred. Therefore, the bat survey data remains valid until April 2026.

«  CIEEM {2019} which states that the Age of Data in the range of:

12-18 months: remains valid unless site canditions have changed significantly;
o 18 months to 3 years: a repeat site walkover OR a Preliminary Roost Assessment [PRA) is
usually required.

Preliminary roost assessment surveys were carried out in February 2024 and updated ecology surveys were
completed inJuly 2025, which confirmed hahitat conditions had not changed since the original bat surveys. In this
regard, survey data used for the impact assessment remained valid and robust for the purposes of assessing the
likely significant effects on the local bat populations,

Notwithstanding that the data used for the impact assessment remained valid, a full suite of updated bat surveys
were underiaken in spring, summer and autumn of 2025 in line with NatureScot guidance. As such, it is intended
that the updated 2025 survey results will be submitted in response to any Request for Further Information.
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As inferred by the LCCC submission, there is no intention that post-constructicn monitoring and carcass searches
for bats would supplement data used for the impact assessment on bats, refer to Section 6.7.1.3 for assessment
of effects on bats during construction and 6.7.2.3 for assessment of effects on bats during the operational phase.
Mitigation measures for bats appropriate to the likely significant effects identified are contained in Section 6.8.1.5
and 6.8.2.3.

4.15.2 Amphibian Survey and Drainage Ditch Habitat

LCCC raised a query in relation to the timing of the amphibian survey and loss of drainage ditch habitat. While
amphibian surveys were undertaken in 2023, updated habitat surveys which included a condition assessment of
drainage ditches was completed in 2025. Refer {0 Section 6.3.3.1.1.4 for the results of drainage ditch condition
assessment. The updated habitat surveys confirmed that habitat conditions had not changed in the intervening
period and as such the amphibian surveys undertaken in 2023 remain valid. This is in line with the Chartered
Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM) guidance note on the lifespan on ecological reperts
and surveys’. Taking a precautionary approach, the impact assessment has been undertaken assuming drainage
ditch habitat is suitable for amphibians, refer to Section 6.7.1.5. As noted by LCCC, mitigation has heen included
for the provision of pre-works surveys to protect amphibians, including frog spawn, from habitat loss and water
guality deterioration, refer to Section 6.8.1.9. LCCC also raised a point in relation to the distribution of wetland
habitat enhancement within the proposed development and suitable amphibian habitat that will be recreated as
part of the Habitat and Species and Management Plan, as sat out in Figure 6-32 and Appendix 61. While the design
of the proposed development has aimed fo minimised impacts, there will be drainage ditch habitat loss. However,
the overali distribution of drainage ditches within the proposed development and across the wider site witl not
change as drainage ditch removal is not widespread and is concentrated to working areas, Refer to habitat maps
in Figure 6-13 and 6-14 for drainage ditch distribution. Following the implementation of mitigation, the
assessment concluded there will be no likely significant residual effects on amphibians as a result of the proposed
development, refer to Section 6.10.1.5 and Table 6-52.

4.15.3 Borrow Pits

In relation to LCCC's comments on the borrow pits, the two borrow pits have been fully included in the impact
assessment on Biodiversity. Refer to Section 6.4 for the description of the development where all aspects have
been assessed in Chapter 6, Section 6.7.1 for assessment of likely significant effects on habitats, bats, mammals,
badger and aquatic ecology arising from the borrow pits and Section 6.8.1 which includes mitigation measures
against any iikely significant effects arising from works at the borrow pits.

4.15.4 Whooper Swan Management Plan (WSMP)

LCCC raise a query in relation to the Whooper Swan Management Plan (WSMP) attracting other waterbird species
into the management area. During baseline crnithclogy surveys, the Morningstar River and the asscciated
floodplain was observed to be used by a range of waterbird species including whooper swan, grey heron and gull
species, refer to Section 7.3.2.3 for details. The management outlined in the WSMP aims to create similar habitat
away from the turbine array area to minimise impacts on whooper swan primarily, but also on other waterbirds
that were recorded using such habitats. The positioning of the WSMP area is strategic and has been selected
based on prior swan use, with baseline surveys confirming regular foraging activity by whooper swans in the area.

CIEEM {2018) Guidance note on the hfespan on ecological reports & surveys. Apnil 2019
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Whooper swans arrive to the feeding fizlds in 2 south-westerly fiight direction from Lough Gur, which is ¢. Skm
northeast of the proposed development, and depart towards Lough Gur for roosting in 3 north-eastly direction.
The proposed location of the WSMP will allow whooper swan to reach the proposed enhancement area without
crossing an array of aperational turbines, ultimately reducing collisian risk.

The location has alsc considered the disturbance distance for whooper swan to operational turbings, The fields
lie approximately 955 m from turbine T3, 340 m north of T4 and 350 m southeast of T1, distances within the
documented tolerance range under low-disturbance conditions {Kearney et al., 2021}, Its locaticn also aligns with
the southwest—northeast flight corridor (refer to Chapter 7, Figure 7-7) preserved through the turbine layout,
including a 960 m gap between turbines, which was deliberately maintained to facilitate safe swan movement
between tough Gur and foraging areas. Refer to Chapter 7, Section 7.2.5 which sets out the rationatfe for the
WSMP area and Appendix 7D for the WSMP which orovides detailed justification on the efficacy of the plan.

Nocturnal whooper swan activity was recorded during baseline surveys over two consecutive winter periods, refer
to Section 7.2.8.1.10 for survey methaods and Section 7.3.2.2.2 for survey results. This information has directly
informed the collision rnsk model {CRM) for whooper swan. Refer to Section 7.3.3 and Appendix 7C where is it
explicitly states that:

“A supplementary collision risk analysis using Year 3 data has been undertaken to refine the assessment for
whooper swan. This estimate is based on several conservative assumptions, including that flocks observed
foraging during VP surveys had commuted into and out of the Development under cover of darkness, and thus
were not directly observed in flight. This assumgtion is supported by bioacoustics data collected dunng Year 3,
which detected consistent nocturnal use of the area by whooper swans. The analysis also incorporated flock size
data, inferred flight speeds, and known flight corridor usage ”

LCCCraise a query n relation to other waterbirds being attracted into the WSMP area and a subseqguent increased
collision risk. As for the above whooper swan, the WSMP area s |ocated away from the operational turbine array.
With other waterbirds associated with Lough Gur, transiting waterbirds between the two wetlands will not cross
operational turbines associated with the proposed deveiopment.

LCCC raisg a point in relation to monitoring and the focus on whooper swan. While whooper swan are the target
species during construction and post-construction manitoring, refer to Section 7.8 and Appendix 7C, as per
standard bird survey methodology, other waterbirds will be recorded although not explicitly stated.

A number of submissions fram members of the public also raised gueries in relation to whooper swan that utilise
the proposed development site and associated mitigation measures in the proposed Whooper Swan Management
Plan (WSMP).

RESPONSE:

It 15 acknowledged n Chapter 7 Ornithology that there will be likely significant effects on the whooper swan
population that use the proposed develcpment site, and that are associated with Lough Gur, at 3 local to
County/Regional geographical scale during the construction phase, refer to Section 7.6.1.2.2, and the operational
phase, refer to Section 7.6.2.2.2. As such, appropriate mitigation has been proposed to minimise the impact
during both phases of the proposed development, refer to Section 7.7.2 and 7.7.3. One measure i3 the long-term
management of fields within the WSMP area. An expert in waterbird ecolegy, specifically whooper swans, was
commissioned to prepare the WSMP, refer to Chapter 7, Appendix 7D, Section 2 for Staternent of competency.

Queries have been raised aver the proposed location and efficacy of the WSMP. The WSMP has been prepared
based on baseline information collected over three winters of surveys, refer to Section 7.3.2.2.2. The enhanced
area is contiguous to historically used fields by whooper swan and is therefore regarded as an extensicn to their
foraging area rather than a new area far them to occupy. Feasibility of the WSMP 1s further supported by the
proposed area being located along the swans commuting flight path and marginally closer to their Lough Gur
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roost site than current feeding fields at Camas South. While there is no one previous study to rely on, as stated in
Appendix 70, Section 2, the more detailed rationale to mitigation design for whooper swans at the praposed
development was drawn from a relevant study on whooper swans in relation to a road development at Toome,
Northern Ireland. Rather than being based on a single unpublished study, the academic study was itself a small
component of a suite of mitigation prescriptions for whooper swans developed by a consortium of stakeholders
including Wildfowl & Wetlands Trust (WWT), Royal Society for the Protection of irds (RSPB) and irish Whooper
Swan Study Group ({IWSSG) with individual and organisational expertise in waterfowl ecology. The study
incorporated basic concepts on foraging guaiity and quantity in habitat selection and parameters of disturbance,
widely reported in the scientific literature and discussed in Appendix 7D, Appendix B, Section B.4.3 pasture quality
and Section B4.4 habitat use and disturbance. This study is the proof of concept which substantiates the proposed
WSMP. Notwithstanding, environmental factors outside of the proposed development that may alter the
movernent and behaviour of whooper swans, maonitoring to track the efficacy of the WSMP is proposed in Chapter
7, Section 7.8 and rationalised in Appendix 7D, Section 7.

4.15.5 NIS

LCCC raise a point in relation to otter and separately on whooper swan in the context of the Natura Impact
Statement (NiS). Otter, as a Qualifying Interest (QU} of the Lower River Shannon SAC, have been adequately
assessed inthe NIS, refer to Section 5 identification of Potential Impacts, Section 6.1 which details the Lower River
Shannon SAC, the Qis, conservation objectives and undertakes an assessment of effects on the Eurcpean site in
light of the Qs for which it is designated and the site specific conservation objectives. For otter, the assessment
concluded that indirect impacts such as z fish kill following an extreme pollution event could have a deleterious
effect on otter by reducing fish biomass and prey availability, and that PAHs that persist in water and sediment at
toxic levels, may biomagnify through the food web, potentially leading to sub-lethal effects in otter. While it was
considered unlikely that the SAC ctter population extends as far as the proposed development {given a
hydrological distance of c. 24.2 rkm), riparian habitat loss could reduce available territory, and construction works
may hinder habitat connectivity. As such, appropriate mitigation measures for otter are included in the NIS, and
as noted by LCCC, this includes pre-construction surveys for otter, refer to Section 6.3.1.2 and 6.3.2.

In relation 1o whooper swan, as stated in the Appropriate Assessment (AA) Screening Report for the proposed
development, refer to Table 1, the whooper swan population using the proposed development do not farm part
of the River Shannon and River Fergus Esiuaries SPA. The whooper swan population are associated with Lough
Gur. No direct functional link has been established between the River Shannon and River Fergus Estuaries SPA
population of whooper swan and those using Lough Gur and the proposed develogmeant, refer to Table 1 of the
AA Screening report. As such, potential effects on whooper swan arising from the proposed development,
including reference to the Whooper Swan Management Plan, are captured in Chapter 7 Ormithology, and not in
the AA reporting.

4.15.6 Survey Querles

A numbar of submissions from members of the public have raised queries in relation to the adequacy of surveys
undertaken for the proposed development as detailed in Chapter 6 Biodiversity and Chapter 7 Ornithology.

RESPONSE:

Surveys undertaken for biodiversity for the proposed development have followed best practice national guidance,
where availatle, and, in the absence of such, have followed prevailing best practice guidance for wind farm
developments, refer to Section 6.1.3.4 for a list of guidance used. Surveys employed for the proposed
development were species specific and considered the zone of influence for ecological receptors. Refer to Section
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6.2.1, Table 6-2 which sets out the survey area for each receptor, the rationale and the relevant guidance
document, and Section 6.2.7 for survey methodoiogy. Where any deviations from the methodolegy occurred,
these occurrences are set out in the statement of limitations, Section 6.2.10. No limitations to the robustness of
the data collected was identified and where necessary a precautionary approach was taken in the assessment.

For ornithology, best practice guidance used during surveys and In the assessment is set out in Section 7.1.3.4.
Detailed ornithology survey methodology followed standard best practice guidance for bird surveys and wind
farm developments, as set out in Section 7.2.8.1. Where any deviaticns from the methodology occurred, these
occurrences are set out in the statement of limitations, Section 7.2.10. This section concluded that
“notwithstanding minor limitations in access and methodology, the overall dataset is considered sufficient to
identify all sensitive ornithalogical features and to support a robust and reliable assessment of potential significant
effects arising from the Development.”

The surveys undertaken for the progosed development followed best practice, are robust and are deemed
sufficient for impact assessment.

4.15.7 Impact Assessment Queties
Several responses have raised queries in relation to the biodiversity and ornithology impact assessment.
RESPONSE:

As set detailed in Chapter 6 Biodiversity and Chapter 7 Ornithotogy, the impact assessment on both brodiversity
receptors and ornithology receptors has been undertaken in line with best practice guidelines. Methodology and
guidelines are detaled in Chapter 6 Section 6.2.3 anc Chapter 7 Section 7.2.4 The assessment has not geviated
from the methodology which has been produced by the professional body for Ecologists in reland and the UK,
CIEEM.

Considering the impact assessment, and survey methodology, follows standard best practice and prevailing
guidelines for wind farm developments, the impact assessment is deemed adequate for the purposes of assessing
the potential effects that may arise from the proposed devetopment.

4.15.8 Potential Effects of the Development

Several submissions have rzised quenies in relation o the patential effects of the development. Submissions have
referenced some of the following: disturbance during construction, noise and wvibration, destruction of wildlife,
lass of habitat and reduction in habitat guality.

RESPONSE:

Potential effects as detailed in Chapter 6 and 7 include habitat loss, removal of vegetation, excavation of soil and
rack, loss of nesting/roosting/resting places, surface water run-off, dust impacts, lighting impacts, spread of
invasive species, construction of a clear-span bridge over the Merningstar River, drainage of wetland areas and
disturbance and displacement of fzuna. Refer to Chapter 6 Section 6.7 and Chapter 7 Section 7.6 for a tist of
potential effects arising during the construction and operational phases of the proposed development. Each
potential impact is carefully considered in relation to each individual species and receptor that has been identified
as an Impartant Ecological or Qrnithological Feature, refer to Section 6.5 and 7.4 for the iatter.

The ioss and destruction of hedgercws have been cited in several submissions. The design of the proposed
development has aimed to minimised impacts on hedgerows, careful placement of access tracks and orientation
of hardstanding areas has aimed o reduce hedgerow loss across the proposed development. Table 3-4 of Chapter
3 Consideration of Alternatives outlines the dasign avelution and iterations, whereby turbine locations and access
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track locations were altered to reduce hedgerow removal. 8at exclusion buffers, which would typically remove all
bat habitat features within 50m of the blade tip, have been considered where historical towniand boundary
hedgerows exist and curtailment applied in these locaticns te mitigate against collision instead of hedgerow
removal, refer to Chapter 6 Section 6.8.2.3.1.1.1. This considered approach has been applied across the proposed
development to protect hedgerows and comply with Limerick Development Plan 2022-2028, refer to Section
6.7.1.2.1.2. Mitigation measures tc protect hedgerows during construction are included in Chapter 6, Section
6.8.1.4 and hedgerow enhancement and replanting is proposed in Section 6.8.1.11. A total of 3,970m of new and
translocated native hedgerow will be planted, resulting in a net gain of ¢. 1,574.7m of hedgerow across the
proposed deveiopment. In addition, habitat enhancement includes establishment of pond and wetiand meadows,
establishment of native broadleaved woodland and establishment of native species-rich grassland. Refer tc
Section 6.8.1.11, Figure 6-32 and Appendix 6! Habitat and Species Management Flan.

Assessment of hedgerow and habitat loss on other fauna has been assessed for bats in Chapter 6, Section
6.7.1.3.1.1, badger in Section 6.7.1.4.1.1, pine martzn in Section 6.7.1.4.1.3 and small mammals in Section
6.7.1.4.1.4 Theloss of nedgerows has also been assessed for passennes in Chapter 7, Section 7.6.2.3.5. To protect

With the implementation of the Habitat and Species Management Plan, there will be a long term, positive effect
on biodiversity.

Protected species have been cited in several submissions. To note, red fox and rabbit are not protected species
under Irish legislation. The presence of red squirrel has been cited in several submissions. Red squirrel were
included in the survey scope, refer to Section 6.2.7.5, however, no evidence was recorded during surveys (refer
to Section 6.3.3.3.1.4). Given the desk study and survey results, red sguirrel was classified as having Local (Lower)
ecological importance within the Study Area (refer to Section 6.5.3.2.1.4.5), and in line with guidance, was not
brought forward into the assessment of likely significant effects (refer to Section 6.2.3 for assessment
methodology}. For badger, evidence of badger was recorded during baseline surveys, refer to Section 6.3.3.3.1.1.

appropriate mitigation measures are set in Section 6.8.1.6.

4.15.9 Collision Risk
A number of submissions raise queries in relaticn to collisions of bats and birds with the aperational turbines.
RESPONSE:

For kards, following NatureScot guidance’ it is a requirement for an onshore wind farm to “inciude a quantitative
estimate of collision risk for all bira species present on the site for which the lavel of risk has the potential to be
important.” Chapter 7, Appendix 7C includes the collision risk maode! (CRM) for the proposed development based
on the data collected during two vears of orithological surveys. The CRM has applied the latest model from
NatureScot® and has used the most up-to-date avoidance rates available”. The results of the CRM are considerad
in the impact assessment for species that were assessed to be Important Ornithological Features (refer to Section
7.6.2.2). In summary, the CRM output did not identify any species where collision over the lifetime of the project

NatureScot (2024) Guidance on using an updated cothision risk madel to assess bird colbsion nisk at onshare wind farms.

* Scottish Natural Hentage (2024) Guidance on using an updated collision sk model to assess aird caliision risk at onshore
wind farms,

scottish Natural Heritage (2018) Avordance rates for the onshore SNH wind farm collision risk mode!
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135 years) was considered to be significant and would result in mortality rates that are greater than 1% of the
national population.

For bats, collision risk is assessed on a number of features including the scale of the development, habitats
present, and the flight characteristics and vulnerability of Irish species. Refer to Chapter 8, Section 6.2.7.4.1.7 for
methodology. For the assessment of collision cn bats refer to Section 6.7.2.3.1.1 and for mitigation to minimise
the pctential effect of collision on bats refer to Section 6.8.2.3.1.1. When considering the detailed, site-specific
mitigation proposed including the implemantation of bat exclusion buffers to exclude bat habitat features from
within the collision risk area, featharing of blades to stop or slow turbine rotstion at low wind speeds and
curtailment for species that fly at height in open habitats, no significant residual effects cn bats has been
predicted. Refer to Section 6.10.2.1.1.1 for residual effects from collisicn and barctrauma and Section 6.11, Table
6-52 far a sumrmary of potential effects.

4.15.10 Mitigation Measures
A number of submissions raise queries in relation to proposed mitigation measures
RESPONSE:

Mitigation measures set out in Section 6.8 and Section 7.7 of the respective Biodiversity and Ornithology chapters,
are appropriate to mitigate the potential significant effects identified during the assessment. The mitigation
measures capture a suite of tried and tested standard best practice procedures and site-specific measures to
minimise impacts. Standard best practice measures include those that follow guidance documents produced by
Construction Industry Research and Information Association (CIRIA}, Inland Fisheries Ireland (IF1), Transport
Infrastructure Ireland [T, formerly NRA), 8ntish Standards Institution (85I}, Bat Conservation Trust (BCT) and
others

As part of the impact assessment, an assessment of residual effects is completed to account for the impact
fallowing the application of the mitigation measures. The post-mitigation potential effects, I.e. residual effects,
are contained in Section 6.10 and summarised in Section 6.1% of the biodiversity chapter. in the Ornithology
chapter, refer to Section 7.9 for the residual effects and summarised in Section 7.10. There will be no significant,
negative, residual effects as a result of the proposed development.

4.16.1 Proximity to Gas Line

Ohjections were raised regarding the proximity to an existing Gas Network (reland (GNI) pipeline. Examples of the
gueries are:
“The risk of a major accident and disaster to GNI pipeline, Creating an unacceptable risk to residents.”

“Risk of impact to the GN! pipeline in the area. Proximity to Critical infrastructure {(major gas transmission
pipeline)” and “Concerns over nearby gas pipeline and risk of damage during excavation or vibration impacts.”

RESPONSE:

The access track layout for the proposed development crosses an existing Gas Network Ireland (GNI) transmission
pipeline at thrae {3 No.) locations. GNI have been consulted during the design process of the wind farm in relation
to the access track layout, crossing the transmission pipeline and setback distance of the turbines from the
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transmussion pipeline. As part of the project design the requirements for protecting the pipeline have been
adhered te.

Appendix 4L of the EIAR contains an elecirical interference assessment relating to potential interference from
electrical cables to be installed as part of the progosed development and buried gas pipelines. Under both normal
and fault conditions there are no safety risks to the pipeline, general public or livestock.

in response to the queries raised, it is noted that the proximity of the GN! pipeline has been appropriatety assessed
in Section 4.15 of Chapter 4 Civil Engineering of the EIAR and no significant risk is present to the pipeline, generai
public or livestock.

4.16.2 Aviation & Telecommunications

Local residents have raised gueries regarding the impact of the proposed development on phone reception and
broadband services. There were also queries raised in relation to the necessity of the Emergency Rescue
Helicopter Service to avoid so many turbines in the air space, particularly when transferring patients from UHL
{University Hospital Limerick} to Cork. There is a major new Trama Unit propesed for Cork but not for Limerick,
which would necessitaie emergency transfer of seriously injured patients to Cork. The submissions outline that
delays in transfer due to avoiding the muiltitude of turbines could pose a risk to Health and Safety where minutes
could make the difference between life and death.

RESPONSE:

Appendix 17B of the EIAR contains a Telecoms Impact Assessment which contains field and desktop surveys to
determine telecommunications network infrastructure that could be impacted by the proposed development.
Consultations with telecom operators were also undertaken to assist in identifying network infrastructure that
could be impacted by the proposed wind farm. As per Chapter 17, the proposed development is unlikely to
interfere with existing radio links or telecommunication services. In the unlikely event of any impacts, mitigation
measures are contained in Section 17.5.4.

The applicant notes the submission in relation to air ambulance services in ireland which 5 known as the
Emergency Aeromedical Service (EAS). The EAS crew (which include National Ambulance Service {NAS)
paramedics] deal with time-critical emergency callouts to major emergencies such as road collisions and urgent
medical events. The EAS currently operate two air ambulance helicopters aperating from two bases:

1. Custume Barracks, Athlone, Co Westmeath. (Operated by |AC)

2. Rathcoole Aerodrome, Rathcoole, Mallow, Co Cork. (Operated by Private Company {Gulf Med Aviaticn
Services))

The helicopter borne emergency air ambulances consist of an Air Corps operated aircraft based at Custume
Barracks in Athlone and a commercially operated aircraft located at Rathcocle Agrodrome in North County Cork.
The nearest EAS base to the proposed development is the base in Mallow. The proposed development would not
nave anyimpact on take-off or approach procedures into either of the bases.

In the event of a planning consent being granted, the turbine (ocations would be submitted to the Irish Aviation
Authority (IAA) and aviation charts and GNSS databases would be updated accordingly. EAS helicopters would
aiso be fitted with GNSS systems which would clearly identify any potential objects in the operationa! area (e.g.
wind turbines). Aviation lighting on the turbines that would act as a visual aid in night-time flying. In the event of
an emergency pick-up in the vicinity of the proposed development i.e. where a meeting point is agreed between
ground-based and air-based ambulance services, it should be ncted that the proposed development site is located
in private lands, without public access.
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With respect to the airspace, the footprint of the proposed wind farm development is small and aay fight
diversions of EAS operaticns within the vicinity would nat have an impact, as the consented turbines would be
fitted with aeronautical lighting. In the event of a planning consent being granted the applicant agrees to a
cendition to agree the lighting of the proposed wind turbines with the 1AAn the interest of aviation safe-guarding,
as the proposed davelopment may be considered as an obstacle. This aeronautical obstacie warning light scheme
would aid aviation, including the air ambulance service flights transferring patients from University Hospital
Limerick to Cork

The applicant notes that the lighting requirements should be in accordance with Chapter Q — Visual Aids for
denoting Obstacles; CS ADR.DSN.Q.851 and GM.ADR.DSN.Q.851 (Pages 729/730) of the EASA Easy Access Rules
for Aerodromes [Reg (EU) No. 138/2014) where it states: “Applicability: When considered as an obstacle a wind
turbine should be marked and/or lighted. The applicant woutd provide as-constructed coordinates in WG5-84
format together with ground {A0D in meters), and tip height elevations at each wind turbire location.”

This information would inform for these reasons that turtines at the proposed wind farm should have no impact
on EAS gperations.

td
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5. Conclusion

All items raised in the observations have been reviewed and Balinlee Graen Energy Limited are satisfied that all
have been suitably addressed in the EIAR submitted as part of the planning application, This response document
provides additional clarification to particular items raised in the chservations.

The applicant has clearly demonstrated that the issues raised in the observations have been reviewed and
addressed in the EIAR, NIS and associated planning documentation.

Furthermore, the EIAR and NIS submitted with the planning application clearly demonstrata that the proposed
development will not have a significant negative effect on the anvironment, nor will it adversely affect the
integrity of any European Sites alone or in combination with ather plans or projects, in light of their conservation
objectives.

Having regard to the energy targets set out in The Climate Action Plan 2025, The Climate Action and Low Carbon
Development Act, iocal and regional planning policy and guidance, it is imperative that renewable energy
developments which are in accordance with proper planning and sustainable development, such as the proposed
development, are given consent.

There has been a significant strengthening and enhancement of Government Palicy in the form of the First
Rewision te the National Planming Framewark (NPF) published in April 2025 and at European level. This underlines
the seriousness of the European Union and Government’s commitment to the ongeing climate emergency, which
s an urgent Irish national and Union priority that must be given significant weight based on naticnal and
international policies.

The proposed development is a positive addition to the local community which would adhere to the relevant
planning requirements. It would also contribute towards meeting the urgent needs of increased renewable
energy generation. Therefore, the applicant would respectfully request that ACP grant permission for the
proposed development.
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